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Definition of Terms
Some study terms are defined for clarity and to ensure a common understanding for context.
Academic access: For this study, this term is defined as “students being academically prepared
for initial and continued enrollment” (St. John, 2003).
College access: In this study, college access includes not only academic access but financial
access to (or financial ability to attend) a postsecondary institution.
Distributive decisions: “The formula or principle by which the good is allotted among the
eligible parties” or “the rules of distribution and the principles invoked to justify such
rules.” (Young, 1994: 8).
Equal educational opportunity: This term is commonly defined as “the equal opportunity to
enroll, given the correct academic qualification, regardless of financial means” (St. John,
2003).
Equality: Understood as a broader issue of social justice, but in this study it has been generally
defined as the state of being equal in status, rights, or opportunities; similarity between
the two reference group. The Rawlsian principle of “justice as fairness” aids in examining
equality.
Financial access: This term is the ability to afford continuous enrollment in two-year and fouryear programs available to applicants based on their ability and prior performance
(adapted from St. John, 2003). “This definition of the financial access goal incorporates
the idea that the financial opportunity to attend college cannot be realized if students do
not have the opportunity to persist in the program to which they have academic access [. .
.] by focusing on access to both two-and four-year programs; this definition assumes that
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students should have the opportunity to attend any level of program to which they can
gain access” (St. John, 2003: 56-57).
Higher education: This term includes colleges and universities that offer two-year, four-year, or
postsecondary degrees.
HOPE Scholarship program: A lottery-funded, postsecondary scholarship that pays for tuition
and fees at any public college or university in the state of Georgia for any Georgia
student who graduates from high school if they meet and maintain the program's
academic merit requirements.
Merit-based aid: Funding for postsecondary school enrollment based on some merit achievement
criteria. Merit can include a variety of categories (academic, artistic, athletic, etc.).
Scholarships are the most common type of merit–based aid. Merit-based aid is not limited
to state scholarship programs and is not necessarily exclusive of need.
Need-based aid: Funding for postsecondary school enrollment where eligibility for aid is based
on the assets and income of the prospective student and/or his or her family.
Proportional equality: “Delivering [public] services in amounts that reflect a monotonically
increasing function of a specified characteristic(s). [ . . . ] The quantity of service
provided varies directly with changes in the amount of specified characteristic possessed
by the client” (Chitwood, 1974: 31).
Postsecondary education: For this study, postsecondary education includes all post-high school
education from technical education to university degree programs.
Social equity: “The fair, just and equitable management of all institutions serving the public
directly or by contract; the fair, just and equitable distribution of public services and
implementation of public policy; and the commitment to promote fairness, justice, and
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equity in the formation of public policy” (Standing Panel on Social Equity in
Governance, 2000).
Socioeconomic Status: The relative rank of people with respect to social position and prestige,
usually measured by criteria such as education, occupation, and income (Farrell, 2004).
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Abstract

AN APPEAL FOR HOPE: ANALYSES AND SOCIAL EQUITY IMPLICATIONS OF
GEORGIA’S MERIT-BASED, LOTTERY FUNDED SCHOLARSHIP
By Lindsey L. Evans, Ph.D.
A dissertation submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of
Philosophy in Public Policy and Administration at Virginia Commonwealth University.
Virginia Commonwealth University, 2017.
Major Director: Susan T. Gooden, Ph.D., Professor, Public Policy and Administration, L.
Douglas Wilder School of Government and Public Affairs

The HOPE Scholarship began in the State of Georgia in 1993 and is a statewide, merit-based
scholarship program for postsecondary students. The program is fully funded by the revenues
received from the state’s lottery program, the Georgia lottery, which disproportionately receives
contributions from minority and low-income populations. Using logistic and OLS regression
analysis this research investigates the distributional equity of the HOPE Scholarship by
comparing the award receipts of postsecondary students in Georgia. The study found that the
race, ethnicity, immigrant generational status, first generation college student, and financial
independence have a negative impact on the likelihood of a student receiving the HOPE
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Scholarship. The findings also suggest that HOPE Scholarship recipients who are black or
African American, first generation college students, and those with financial independence
receive less overall funding than those without these qualities. These results provide sound
evidence that the HOPE Scholarship, a merit-based program targeted at helping to reduce
educational disparities, may be failing to reduce higher education inequities in the state. Given
the established relationship between education and future economic success, these types of
merit-based, state-wide programs may inadvertently exacerbate existing disparities.
Recommendations include a mandated program analysis to promote accountability among
program administrators, policymakers, and the greater public.

Chapter I: Study Overview and Background
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“A public administration which fails to work for
changes that try to redress the deprivation of
minorities will likely be eventually used to repress
those minorities” (Frederickson, 2010:7).

Introduction
This study examines the merit-based student aid program Georgia’s Helping Outstanding
Pupils Educationally (HOPE) Scholarship by considering the social equity implications of this
model, postsecondary educational funding system. The HOPE Scholarship began in the State of
Georgia in 1993 and is a statewide merit-based scholarship program fully funded by the revenues
received from the state’s lottery program. The state of Georgia suggests that the use of lottery
proceeds for this purpose is valid because the program aims to increase overall educational
opportunities and helps retain the brightest students in the state as they go on to pursue a
postsecondary education (Joint Study Commission Report, 2004). Retaining these students, the
state suggests helps “build a better infrastructure for economic development and therefore
create[s] a brighter and more prosperous future for Georgia” (Joint Study Commission Report,
2004).
The use of statewide lottery programs to fund merit-based scholarships has grown in
popularity since the inception of Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship in 1993. Since the early 1990s,
sixteen states have created merit-based postsecondary scholarship programs; and in fact, a
majority of these programs are modeled on Georgia’s HOPE (Cohen-Vogel, et. al., 2008; Henry
and Rubenstein, 2001).
Merit-based scholarships and student loans now comprise a significant portion of the
financial aid funding available to postsecondary students (Dowd and Coury, 2006; Doyle, 2006;
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Heller, 2004b). These merit-based policies have many proponents – by rewarding high
performing students, the scholarships provide a set of universal criteria that all residents may
potentially qualify for, which offers greater higher education access to a significant segment of
the population (Dynarski, 2002). “The opportunity for a postsecondary education is a social
primary good that influences both wealth and self-respect [and thus,] the distribution of the
opportunity to attend college is fundamental to liberty and social justice” (St. John, 2003: 22).
Research Questions
In laying the groundwork for future economic prosperity for each state, merit-based
programs aim to promote overall college access and attainment. The central question of this
analysis is whether one such program, Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship, has helped to reduce
educational inequities within the State of Georgia. The central question under study here is as
follows: What is the distributional equity of the HOPE Scholarship?
This query is investigated by examining the following research questions:
1. Are HOPE Scholarship recipients representative of the population of postsecondary
students in the state?
2. What demographic factors influence the likelihood of a postsecondary student in
Georgia receiving the HOPE Scholarship?
3. Of those who have received HOPE, do demographic and socioeconomic factors
influence the amount of HOPE Scholarship awarded to an individual (income, racial
and ethnic group membership, immigrant generational status, and first generation
college student status)?
This study examines the characteristics of students who have received the HOPE
Scholarship. The merit-based HOPE Scholarship is financed through the Georgia lottery, which
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disproportionately receives contributions from minority and low-income populations. This
research examines the extent to which communities who financially support the lottery (and
thereby the HOPE Scholarship) also receive the scholarship’s educational benefits. Additionally,
it compares the HOPE Scholarship recipients to the entire sample population of postsecondary
students in the state. Scholarship recipients are analyzed on a number of characteristics,
including race/ethnicity and socioeconomic characteristics.
This study utilizes the criteria of access, or distributional equity, to examine the benefits
distributed to determine if disparities to access in educational resources are present. If gaps are
found to exist, the frame guides the assessment to examine if the distributional inequities are
designed to equalize opportunities or to provide greater resources to disadvantaged or
underrepresented groups. The access criteria seeks to uncover whether unequal results a) stem
from a policy designed to aid those who have been historically marginalized, or if b) the policy is
adversely neglecting those groups.
Contributions of Research
A number of studies have examined various aspects of the HOPE Scholarship, including:
likelihood of a student attending postsecondary education, change in cost of attendance,
persistence in postsecondary school, number of credit hours taken each semester, and enrollment
patterns across postsecondary educational institutions within the state. Many of these studies
relied on small-scale, polling data to conduct their analyses. Previous lack of large-scale,
comparative research is attributed to a shortage of available data on HOPE Scholarship recipients
both at aggregate and discrete levels.
Using secondary data from the National Center for Education Statistics, this research
investigates the characteristics of individual HOPE Scholarship recipients, to examine if patterns
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emerge and to determine if disparities exist. This research uses logistic regression and OLS
regression to investigate the distributional equity of the HOPE Scholarship by comparing the
award receipts of postsecondary students in Georgia. This analysis finds that the race, ethnicity,
immigrant generational status, first generation college student, and financial independence have
a negative impact on the likelihood of a student receiving the HOPE Scholarship. The findings
also suggest that HOPE Scholarship recipients who are black or African American, first
generation college students, and those with financial independence receive less overall funding
than those without these qualities. These results provide sound evidence that the HOPE
Scholarship, a merit-based program targeted at helping to reduce disparities, may be failing to
reduce higher education inequities in the state.
Statement of the Problem
Fueled by the belief that any person can “pull themselves up by their own bootstraps,”
merit-based, postsecondary scholarship programs benefit from the perception that benefits are
earned. This concept is based on the American dream, “the promise that all Americans have a
reasonable chance to achieve success as they define it – material or otherwise – through their
own efforts, and to attain virtue and fulfillment through success” (Hochschild 1995, p. xi).
Various social and economic factors influence postsecondary educational attainment.
Availability, access, and affordability of educational resources distinguish as well as discriminate
citizens throughout the world (Joseph, 2010). Researchers contend with the systemic nature of
inequity (Gooden, 2014). Inequalities that persist within American society are inextricably linked
to educational opportunities that exist (Hochschild, 1995; Lumina, 2013). As Conley explains,
“Social stratification in the modern United States takes place largely within the education system
(1999: 55).” Research continues to show that more diverse populations, including high-
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performing students, tend to attend underperforming schools and live in underperforming
districts (Reardon, Robinson, and Weathers, 2015; Calkins, Guenther, Belfiore, and Lash, 2007).
Students must qualify for a merit-based scholarship based on some achievement and they
must maintain a specific level of academic performance to continue to qualify for the
scholarship. Additionally, “the shift in the burden of paying for college from the government to
students, a trend over the past twenty years, has eroded equal opportunity for low-income
students” (St. John, 2003). Through these types of initiatives, states have created new
educational programs that are funded either solely or in part through lottery revenues. As a
result, states produced several stakeholder groups. Pressman and Wildavsky (1984) note that the
existence of stakeholder groups is one reason policies are viewed by the public as successful,
despite whether or not they prove effective by policy analysts and statistics. “The legislation for
this program was scripted in 1992 under the supervision of Governor Zell Miller and launched a
year later to provide ‘bright students who otherwise would find it difficult to go to college’ the
ability to get a degree” (Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2015). According to Shelly
Nickel, executive director of the Georgia Student Finance Commission (the agency that
administers HOPE), the goals of the HOPE Scholarship program are to:
1) provide students an incentive for better high school performance,
2) increase college attendance among well-qualified students, and
3) improve persistence and graduation rates by providing financial aid while students
attend college (Rubenstein, 2003).
The broad goal of the HOPE Scholarship program is to provide greater access to the financial
resources necessary to attend a postsecondary institution, thereby reducing educational
disparities within the state. As described on the state website:
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HOPE Scholarship is a merit-based award available to Georgia residents who
have demonstrated academic achievement. A HOPE Scholarship recipient must
graduate from high school with a minimum 3.0 grade point average and maintain
a minimum 3.0 cumulative postsecondary grade point average to remain eligible.
The scholarship provides tuition assistance to students pursuing an undergraduate
degree at a HOPE Scholarship eligible college or university in Georgia (Georgia
Student Finance Commission, 2015).
Thus, the essential selling point of the Georgia HOPE Scholarship program is simple; if a student
is a) a resident of the state and b) can maintain a specific level of academic excellence both
before entering college and while enrolled in a postsecondary institution, then the lottery fund
pay the student’s tuition cost to attend. The scholarship does not, however, cover all fees;
miscellaneous school fees as well as room and board are the student’s responsibility.
By the end of its first full year of operation, the State of Georgia’s lottery earned $1.1
billion from sales. Since that time, the Georgia Lottery Corporation’s annual sales have increased
steadily while HOPE expenditures total over $7.5 billion (Georgia Student Finance Commission,
2015). Between 1993 and 2015, the Georgia Lottery for Education Fund provided 1.5 million
students tuition scholarships (through HOPE) to attend state public and private universities and
public technical schools (Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2015). In a 2000 public opinion
poll, researchers found that more than one quarter of HOPE recipients would not have been able
to attend college without the HOPE Scholarship (McCrary and Pavlak, 2002).
There are several existing concerns surrounding the policy implementation of Georgia’s
HOPE Scholarship program. The HOPE Scholarship is a universalist policy; but this research
examines the actual distribution of the scholarship within the population. Universalist policies
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aim to address issues through social programs, where the greater population is eligible for the
policy benefits. Heller and Marin (2002) found that many state merit-based awards, such as
Georgia’s HOPE, were being disproportionately awarded to the same population of students who
historically have the highest college participation rates. This population includes a) students from
middle- and upper-income families and b) white students. The researchers also observed that
rather than helping states move closer to equity and/or equal opportunity in education-seeking,
these merit-based scholarships are likely to "exacerbate existing gaps in college participation,
causing poor and minority students to fall further behind than their wealthier, white peers" (30).
The National Gambling Impact Study (1999) shows that statewide lotteries are
‘regressive’—low-income lottery players spend a larger proportion of their wages on games than
do high-income players. Through a statewide public opinion survey of lottery players,
researchers found that less educated black males were three times more likely than other groups
to be active lottery players in Georgia (McCrary, et.al., 2001). The researchers define players as
individuals who spend more than $10 per week on lottery tickets and play the lottery at least
once per week (2002: 20). They also found that the HOPE Scholarship program provides more
benefits to non-blacks and to those with more education (2002: 22).
In 2002, Rubenstein and Scafidi conducted an analysis to estimate average household
benefits of the Georgia HOPE Scholarship and the Georgia Lottery. By examining county-level
expenditures on lottery-funded programs and demographic data, Rubenstein and Scafidi (2002)
estimated average household benefits from the HOPE Scholarship program. Through their study
using county-level, aggregate data, they found that white and higher income households collect
much larger benefits than others do. They also found that non-white households spent more on
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lottery games than the net benefits they received; conversely, the net benefits the white
households received were positive.
Table 1.1 shows the distribution of household spending on lottery products, benefits of
lottery funded programs, and the net budgetary incidence of the Georgia Lottery.
Table 1.1
Distribution of Households Spending and Benefits of the Georgia Lottery
Group
All Households
Whites
Non-whites
Income
<$15,000
≥$15,000 - <$25,000
≥$25,000 - <$35,000
≥$35,000 - <$50,000
≥$50,000 - <$75,000
≥$75,000

Mean Predicted Net
Spending
$155.52
$132.99
$220.68

Mean Predicted
Benefit
$205.12
$248.39
$80.01

$270.84
$323.16
$90.45
$236.57
$143.62
-$39.46

Mean Predicted Net
Benefit
$49.60
$115.40
-$140.67

$110.29
-$160.55
$138.35
-$184.81
$169.89
$79.44
$196.15
-$40.42
$257.43
$113.81
$344.43
$383.89
Source: Rubenstein and Scafidi, 2002

As detailed in Table 1.1, Rubenstein and Scafidi (2002) predict that white households in
Georgia receive more in lottery benefits than they spend; whereas non-whites spend more on the
lottery than they receive in benefits. The mean predicted benefit for white households is $248.39
and $80.01 for non-white households. The mean predicted net benefit is positive for white
households at $115.40, but is negative for non-white households at -$140.67. These estimates
suggest that the lottery is regressive in Georgia: lower-income individuals pay for the lottery
games and higher-income citizens receive the benefits (Rubenstein and Scafidi, 2002).
Marin (2002) examines several studies of merit-based financial aid policies in two states,
New Mexico and Georgia, and found that the HOPE Scholarship has a greater effect on college
choice than college access. Overall, merit-based scholarships are shifting funds away from need9

based financial aid. As Marin (2002) explains, these programs are non-need-based; “many of the
students who have the greatest financial need are passed over, effectively increasing existing
disparities in college participation for minority and low-income students” (113). These changes
result in higher admission standards within the colleges and universities within the state, which is
in effect, locking out previously qualified student residents and may be “increasing stratification
of Georgia’s institutions along racial and ability lines” (2002). According to Marin (2002), these
merit-based policies stifle the desired increases in college access that are the primary aim of the
program.
In addition to the disproportion of capital flowing into Georgia’s lottery, the fund
disbursement criteria are income blind. Beginning in 1994, Georgia’s HOPE specified no criteria
of financial need as part of its eligibility requirements. In 2002, the Georgia Student Finance
Commission reported that $87.8 million in HOPE Scholarships were awarded to 56,879 students
who qualified for the Pell Grant. In other words, approximately 27 percent of the 2002 HOPE
Scholarships were awarded to students who met a federal definition for need.
Overview of Chapters
The overall aim of this research is to better understand how the HOPE Scholarship has
been distributed to recipients in the state and to examine whether there are trends in the
demographics and/or socioeconomic status of the awardees. Chapter one provides an
introduction to the HOPE Scholarship program and has outlined the statement of the problem,
the background of the research, previous studies on the topic, and the study’s purpose. This study
utilizes the social equity criteria of access (distributional equity) to measure the impact of
Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship program. Chapter two outlines this social equity basis used to
examine the research questions. Chapter three discusses the research methodology in detail,
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including the research questions, hypotheses, research design, secondary data, study variables,
methods of analysis, and limitations of the study. Chapter four examines the findings of the
research. Chapter five details the policy implications, recommendations, and conclusion.
Historical and Contemporary Context for the Study
As a knowledge-based economy, the United States’ individuals and organizations gain,
produce, spread, and utilize information effectively for increased economic and social
development (World Bank, 2013). In knowledge-based countries, information acquisition is a
crucial factor in illustrating the standard of living (Yeo, 2010). Additionally, a greater emphasis
on the increased importance of education is prevalent in knowledge-based economies (Joseph,
2010). There is a known, positive relationship between educational attainment and earnings
(Sanchez and Laanan, 1998). In the United States, higher education is a critical component of its
economic structure; yet lack of educational access and institution affordability limit its capacity
as a knowledge-based economy.
In the United States, limited access and affordability of postsecondary educational
opportunities deter low-income, persons of color, and first generation college students from
attending and successfully completing postsecondary degrees (Orfield, 1992; Lumina
Foundation, 2013). One implemented solution to the increased cost of American higher
education has included increased support for and funding of merit-based scholarship programs.
Merit-based programs gained significant popularity in the 1980s and were originally funded by
individual schools, regions, districts, and organizations (Henry and Rubenstein, 2001).
Overview of Financial Aid within the United States
“Public colleges, like public schools, were historically funded primarily by states” (St.
John, 2003). Until the late 20th Century, states subsidized college education to provide access to
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their citizens at a low cost; but support for this funding has decreased significantly in the last
several decades (Heller, 2002; St. John, 2003; Toutkoushian, 2001). Scholarships for
postsecondary education became available in large number in the 1960s; these scholarships were
awarded to students based on financial need with the “goal of increasing access to college and
eliminating disparities in postsecondary participation among students from different
socioeconomic groups” (Heller, 2002).
Sources of Financial Aid
The federal government’s increased role in postsecondary financial aid began after World
War II; federal subsides were provided to returning veterans in the form of The Servicemen’s
Readjustment Act of 1944 (also known as the G.I. Bill). This Act was designed as “both a reward
for […] service to the country and a strategy to promote economic adjustment” with the goal of
stimulating educational attainment and economic development (Becker, 1964). The G.I. Bill
provided a range of benefits for returning World War II veterans, including tuition to attend high
school, college, vocational, or technical school and living expenses while pursuing said
education.
In the 1960s, student activist groups began strongly lobbying Congress for student
financial aid policies, which provided an "effective vehicle for change that helped to shift
institutional appropriations to student financial aid programs" (Thelin, 2004: 35). The landmark
Higher Education Act passed in 1965 provided student assistance through scholarships, lowinterest loans, and the creation of work-study programs. This federal role grew immensely with
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the enactment of the Basic Educational Opportunity Grant (later coined as the Pell Grant1) which
was included in the Education Amendments of 1972 (Heller, 2004b). The Pell Grant was
designed to build an incentive structure for low-income grade school children to do well in
school by assuring them future college funding, despite a lack of family contribution or personal
wealth (Parsons, 2004).
The Pell Grant was attractive because it provided specific criteria (a universally known
standard) that a student could qualify under. If the student met these criteria, s/he would be
entitled to receive the award. Additionally, the award was portable, allowing the student to take
this grant to numerous state institutions (Thelin, 2004; St. John, 2003).
Today, the Pell Grant is a non-entitled, discretionary federal program – there is no
guaranteed financing for the grant from year to year (Timpane and Hauptman, 2004).
Additionally, "Pell Grant payments have overrun the available appropriations in recent years,
and no one has a ready solution for making up this shortfall while continuing to meet
obligations" (40). The landmark Pell public policy is a higher education grant, not a student loan.
The goal of the Higher Education Act amendments of 1972 was specifically designed to equalize
educational opportunities through federal student aid programs. In 1978, the Middle-Income
Student Assistance Act broadened the eligibility criteria for federal need-based student grants.
Until 1980, these federal student aid programs worked as planned; it was then that they
began to cause political discord. "Politicians during a reelection year scurried to respond to

1

The Pell Grant was named for Senator Claiborne Pell from Rhode Island. Senator Pell was
instrumental in guiding the 1972 reauthorization of the Higher Education Act that created the
framework for the major student aid programs, and so highly regarded by his colleagues, that the
largest student grant program was named after him.
13

complaints that federal student aid programs tended to favor lower-income groups and neglected
the 'Missing Middle Class’" (Thelin, 2004:35). To remedy this situation, members of Congress
sponsored legislation that would guarantee student loans by bringing non-government banks into
the higher education enterprise. This legislation has since led to a long-term problem; "federal
loans increasingly supplanted federal grants as the hallmark of undergraduate student aid
programs" (Thelin, 2004:35). Over time, there have been significant reductions in grants to keep
up with the increase in college attendance. From 1990 to 1996, grant aid fell from 49 to 42
percent of total allocated federal student aid. During this same time, federal student loans rose
from 48 to 57 percent of total allocated funds (Breneman and Finney, 2004). According to the
College Board, the average annual rate of growth in total federal grants (in constant dollars)
declined from 9 percent between 1998-99 and 2003-04 to 3 percent over the next five years.
Additionally, the average annual rate of growth in total state grants declined from 8 percent to 3
percent (College Board, 2010).
Furthermore, the purchasing power of the Pell Grants has diminished over time (College
Board, 2010; St. John, 2003). Pell Grants "provided the foundation for federal need-based aid in
the 1970's and early 1980's" (St. John, 2003: 17). Between 1975 and 1999, the average cost of
attending a public four-year institution rose while the maximum Pell Grant declined. "The
maximum percentage of the average cost of attending the public four-year college covered by a
Pell grant fell from 85 percent in 1975 to 35 percent in 1995" (St. John, 2003:19). The
purchasing power of the Pell Grant has eroded over the last four decades. “Without increasing
the appropriations for the program at a much higher rate than has been realized in the past, the
purchasing power of the Pell Grants will continue to shrink, leaving low-income students further
behind in their ability to afford college" (Lee, 2004:94).
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This increase in federal student loan debt was the largest increase in federal funding
during the 1990's (Breneman and Finney, 1997). According to the College Board (2010),
students from families with incomes below $32,500 received an average of $760 (in 2007
dollars) more in state grant aid in 2007-08 than in 1992-93, an increase of 92 percent. Students
from families with incomes of $100,000 or higher received an average of $320 more aid, an
increase of 457 percent. From 1998-99 to 2008-09, nonfederal loans per student increased 133
percent, from $360 to $840 per student (College Board, 2010).
During this same time, student loans (in dollars) increased 50 percent from 1990-91 to
1994-95, while Pell Grants rose only 17 percent (Bracco and Sanchez-Penley, 1997). “The rapid
increase in loans is steadily making loans the dominant source of student financial assistance”
(Bracco and Sanchez-Penley, 1997). Kahlenberg (2004) mirrors this by saying, "First came a
shift in federal financial aid funding from grants for the poor to loans for the middle class as well
as the poor" (4).
“In 2013-14, undergraduate students received 54 percent of their funding in the form of
grants, 37 percent as loans (including nonfederal loans), and 9 in a combination of tax credits or
deductions and Federal Work‐Study” (College Board, 2015). Nationwide, federal programs
constitute nearly three-fourths of all aid available to help students pay the tuition, fees, and living
expenses associate with postsecondary education (College Board, 2015). In 1993-94, the average
aid per full-time-equivalent undergraduate student was $3,570 in average grant aid, $2,590 in
average federal loans, and $100 in other aid (in 2013 dollars). In 2013-14, the average aid per
full-time equivalent undergraduate student was $8,080 in grant aid, $4,840 in federal loans, and
$1,260 in other aid (College Board, 2015). As a result, this “prospect of debt appears to
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discourage many low-income students who otherwise might aspire to and quality for higher
education" (Kahlenberg, 2004: 4).
Types of College Aid
According to the National Center for Education Statistics, for the 2007-08 academic year,
average annual price for undergraduate tuition, fees, room, and board were estimated to be
$18,845 at all institutions, $13,513 at public institutions, and $33,964 at private nonprofit
institutions (current dollars) (2016). Broadly defined, outside of loan financing, there are two
types of financial assistant to students pursuing a postsecondary education in the U.S.: merit- and
need-based aid. Merit-based aid is funding for postsecondary school enrollment on the basis of
achievement criteria; need-based aid is financial support for postsecondary school based on the
assets and income of the prospective student and/or her or his family. Both need-based aid and
merit-based aid provide funding for students to attend postsecondary schools and this funding is
often the keystone in student attendance. Adequate financial aid is necessary for students with
greater financial need to be able to attend college.
Need-based Aid
Eligibility for need-based aid is grounded in the lack of income and assets of the
prospective student and his/her family (better known as family contribution). Financial aid can
play a central role in providing access to higher education. "When aid is adequate and targeted to
low-income students, it can help equalize educational opportunities" (St. John, 2003: 95). Needbased aid is "very important to low- and moderate-income students for whom a shortage of
family financial resources constitutes the most important barrier to college—especially those
who are academically prepared to attend a four-year college" (Fitzgerald, 2004:1). Additionally,
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low-income students are highly sensitive to net price and change in net price on decisions about
postsecondary education (Fitzgerald, 2004).
The Pell Grant is a widely-known source of federal need-based aid. Figure 1.1 shows the
maximum Pell Grant compared to cost of attendance at institutions from 1994 to 2015.
Figure 1.1
Inflation-Adjusted Maximum Pell Grant and Published Prices at Public and Private Nonprofit
Four-Year Institutions in 2014 Dollars, 1994-95 to 2014-15

Source: College Board, 2015:31
The lowest line (dark) in Figure 1.1 shows the maximum Pell grant and the middle, dashed line
shows the tuition prices at public and private nonprofit four-year institutions from 1994-2014.
Figure 1.1 highlights the reduction in the purchasing power of the Pell over time. “Despite
increasing by 12 percent in inflation-adjusted dollars over the decade, the maximum Pell Grant
covered 79 percent of average public four-year tuition and fees in 2004-05, but only 63 percent
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in 2014-15. It covered 20 percent of average private nonprofit four-year tuition and fees in 200405, and 18 percent in 2014-15” (College Board, 2015). Financial aid is critical to meet the needs
of college access for low-income and minority students in the United States (Heller, 2004b). A
wide gap between groups of different ethnicities in the U.S. still exists in postsecondary
educational enrollment. Table 1.2 illustrates this disparity in detail by describing the
postsecondary enrollment trends by ethnicity from 1976 to 2010.
Table 1.2
Total Fall Enrollment in Degree-Granting Institutions by Race, 1976 through 2010
Distribution of Students
Student race/ethnicity

1976
(%)

1980
(%)

1990
(%)

2000
(%)

2005
(%)

2010
(%)

%
Change
from '76
to '10
-22.08
+20.70

White
82.62
81.35
77.59
68.32
65.74
60.54
Total, selected
15.39
16.12
19.57
28.22
30.92
36.09
races/ethnicities
Black
9.40
9.16
9.02
11.30
12.66
14.46
+5.06
Hispanic
3.49
3.90
5.66
9.55
10.76
13.04
+9.55
Asian/Pacific Islander
1.80
2.37
4.14
6.39
6.49
6.10
+4.30
Asian
----------5.80
--Pacific Islander
----------0.30
--American Indian/
0.69
0.69
0.74
0.99
1.01
0.93
+0.24
Alaska Native
Two or more races
----------1.55
--Nonresident alien
1.99
2.52
2.83
3.45
3.34
3.38
+1.39
---Not available.
SOURCE: U.S. Department of Education, National Center for Education Statistics, Higher
Education General Information Survey (HEGIS), "Fall Enrollment in Colleges and Universities"
surveys, 1976 and 1980; Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (IPEDS), "Fall
Enrollment Survey" (IPEDS-EF:90); and IPEDS Spring 2001 through Spring 2011, Enrollment
component.
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As Table 1.2 illustrates, despite the increases in college participation by race and ethnicity over
the last several decades, there are still significant college enrollment gaps for minority students
in the 21st Century.
Merit-based Aid
Broad based, merit scholarship programs for postsecondary education gained popularity
in the 1980s. For these types of scholarships, students must qualify based on some achievement
and must maintain a specific level of success to sustain them. Scholarships are the most common
type of merit-based aid. Merit-based scholarships include a variety of categories, such as
academic, artistic, and athletic achievement, among others. Additionally, merit-based aid is not
limited to state scholarship programs and is not necessarily exclusive of need. Merit scholarships
are an overwhelming approvable motivation structure for performance-based rewards and use
incentives to induce behavior (McCrary and Condrey, 2003).
In the 1980s, financial aid programs became an increasingly significant source of higher
education funding at the state level when state policies began to shift from a focus on need-based
to merit-based incentives (Heller, 2004). From the 1980-81 academic year to the 2000-01
academic year, spending on federal Pell and Supplemental Educational Opportunity Grants
increased 214 percent, while spending on state sponsored grants for undergraduates increased
447 percent (Haskins, et.al, 2009). In the 1980s, the U.S. saw a significant increase in the
allocation of funds for merit-based scholarship programs and a decrease in the proportion of
resources that have traditionally funded need-based programs, such as the Pell Grant (Heller,
2004c; Marin 2002; McPherson and Schapiro, 1998). This influx of interest in broader meritbased aid stemmed from middle-class complaints of postsecondary aid programs favoring lower
income groups (Kahlenberg, 2004; Thelin, 2004).
19

Previous research has been conducted on the role of need-based aid and merit-based
impact on the higher educational landscape. Dynarski (2000) found that in some states, when
merit-based aid was increased, need-based aid was inversely impacted. Doyle (2010) examined
patterns of need-based spending and merit-based spending on the state level to examine if one
type of spending crowded out the other.
Conclusive research shows that both need-based aid and merit-based aid provide funding
for students to attend postsecondary schools, and funding is often the keystone in student
attendance. In a review of research that examines the relationship between tuition costs, financial
aid, and postsecondary participation (2004a), Heller found two recurring conclusions. The first is
that "the college participation rate of low-income students is most responsive to increases in
tuition prices." And second, "the awarding of financial aid, and in particular, grants, is related to
higher probability of college participation for low-income students" (34). Funding is necessary
for students of greater need to be able to attend college. As displayed in Figure 1.2, overall
funding percentages shifted significantly from the mid- 1980s to the mid- 2000s from need-based
aid to more merit-based aid. “With expansion in eligibility and decline in total federal grant aid,
substantially less grant aid was available for low-income students” (St. John, 2003).
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Figure 1.2
Percent of all State Aid Awarded Based on Need or Merit, Selected Years, 1983—2005

Source: Doyle, 2008:161
As Figure 1.2 depicts, merit-based funding has increased over time and need-based aid has
shown significant decreases in the amount of funding allocated as a percent of the total aid
awarded. The federal role in postsecondary aid is concentrated in the need-based funding stream
while most merit-based programs are sourced at the state and local level; thus, any relationship
between the two funding types is difficult to discern (Doyle, 2008).
According to the College Board, the average full-time undergraduate student in the U.S.
received an average of $8,896 in federal financial aid in the 2007-08 academic year; this
constituted $4,656 in grant aid and $3,650 in federal loans—an increase of 5.5 percent in funding
from the previous year (College Board, 2008). At the same time, total student aid had increased
by 84 percent (in inflation adjusted dollars) from the previous decade. During the same period,
full-time enrollments for all postsecondary school increased 28 percent from 1997-98 to 20072008.
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Historical Context of Lotteries
The drawing of lots is considered the oldest form of gambling and is the most common
lottery game in society today (Sweeney, 2007). Archeological evidence suggests that lottery
games were played in ancient civilizations, including India, Greece, and China. In 100 BCE, The
Hun Dynasty used funds from a lottery to finance the building of the Great Wall of China
(Hansen, 2004). In Roman times, lotteries were used as a means to present gifts to guests during
formal celebrations (Bobbitt, 2005). In the Middle Ages, merchants used lotteries to randomly
distribute their unsold goods. The term lottery originated in France in 1539; a loterie was created
by King Francis to “pay for public services after many of the county’s citizens refused to pay
their taxes to protest what they perceived as reckless spending” (Bobbitt, 2005). The oldest
continuously running game based on the purchase of tickets to award a monetary prize began in
the Italian city-state of Florence in 1530. Used by governments to raise funds for a variety of
public works projects, lotteries quickly spread across Europe.
The first wave of lotteries in the United States can be traced back to the 17th Century in
British Colonial America (Hansen, 2004; Sweeney, 2007). In the oldest use of lotteries in what
would later become the United States, King James I authorized a lottery for the financially
struggling colony of Virginia in 1612. Due to this problem with raising public money, lotteries
were viewed as a civic responsibility rather than a form of gambling or entertainment (Bobbitt,
2005). “Lotteries were very popular throughout the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries in
North America, and they were utilized both by governments and by private parties” (Thompson,
2001: 226). The second wave of lotteries in the U.S, began after the Civil War and lasted for
several decades and the current wave was instigated by the Great Depression (Hansen, 2004).
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State Lotteries in the United States
Both taxes and lotteries have been successful methods of revenue collection by states, but
significant differences affect the politics of their adoption (Berry and Berry, 1990).
First, while citizen payments of sales and income taxes are mandatory,
participation in lotteries is strictly voluntary. This difference is likely responsible
for a second: in contrast to voter antipathy to new sales and income taxes, new
state lotteries tend to be quite popular with state electorates (Mikesell and Zorn
1986).
Table 1.3 shows the U.S. states that have statewide, government-run lotteries, when these
lotteries began, and the method in which they were approved.
Table 1.3
States with Lotteries, Decade Adopted, Method of Approval, and Region of the Country
State

Adopted

Approval Method

Region

Division

Arizona
Arkansas
California
Colorado
Connecticut
Delaware
District of Columbia
Florida
Georgia
Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

7/1/1981
11/4/2008
10/3/1985
1/24/1983
2/15/1972
10/31/1975
8/22/1982
1/12/1988
11/03/1992
7/19/1989
7/30/1974
10/13/1989

Initiative
Referendum
Initiative
Initiative
Legislation
Legislation
Initiative
Referendum
Referendum
Referendum
Legislation
Referendum

West
South
West
West
Northeast
South
South
South
South
West
Midwest
Midwest

Mountain Division
West South Central
Pacific
Mountain Division
New England
South Atlantic
South Atlantic
South Atlantic
South Atlantic
Mountain Division
East North Central
East North Central

Iowa
Kansas
Kentucky
Louisiana

8/22/1985
11/12/1987
4/4/1989
9/6/1991

Legislation
Referendum
Referendum
Referendum

Midwest
Midwest
South
South

West North Central
West North Central
East South Central
West South Central
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State

Adopted

Approval Method

Region

Division

Maine
Maryland
Massachusetts
Michigan
Minnesota
Missouri
Montana
Nebraska
New Hampshire
New Jersey
New Mexico
New York
North Carolina
North Dakota
Ohio
Oklahoma
Oregon
Pennsylvania
Rhode Island
South Carolina
South Dakota
Tennessee
Texas
Vermont
Virginia
Washington
West Virginia
Wisconsin

6/27/1974
5/15/1973
3/22/1972
11/13/1972
4/17/1990
1/20/1986
6/27/1987
9/11/1993
3/12/1964
12/16/1970
4/27/1996
6/1/1967
3/30/2006
3/25/2004
8/13/1974
10/12/2005
4/25/1985
3/7/1972
5/18/1974
1/7/2002
9/30/1987
1/20/2004
5/29/1992
2/14/1978
9/20/1988
11/15/1982
1/9/1986
9/18/1988

Referendum
Referendum
Legislation
Referendum
Referendum
Referendum
Referendum
Referendum
Legislation
Referendum
Legislation
Referendum
Legislation
Referendum
Legislation
Referendum
Initiative
Legislation
Referendum
Referendum
Referendum
Referendum
Referendum
Referendum
Referendum
Legislation
Referendum
Referendum

Northeast
South
Northeast
Midwest
Midwest
Midwest
West
Midwest
Northeast
Northeast
West
Northeast
South
Midwest
Midwest
South
West
Northeast
Northeast
South
Midwest
South
South
Northeast
South
West
South
Midwest

New England
South Atlantic
New England
East North Central
West North Central
West North Central
Mountain
West North Central
New England
Middle Atlantic
Mountain
Middle Atlantic
South Atlantic
West North Central
East North Central
West South Central
Pacific
Middle Atlantic
New England
South Atlantic
West North Central
East South Central
West South Central
New England
South Atlantic
Pacific
South Atlantic
East North Central

Sources: Mikesell and Zorn, 1986; McCrary, et.al., 2001; Hansen, 2004); Coughin, et.al, 2008;
U.S. Census Bureau 2014
As Table 1.3 details, most U.S. states have a statewide lottery program, 44 of 51 (including
Washington, D.C.). The regions listed are those designated by the U.S. Census Bureau (2014)
classifications: Midwest; Northeast; South; and West. (2014). Only two states established a
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statewide lottery prior to the 1970, New Hampshire and New York. Twenty-seven percent of the
states created lotteries in the 1970s and most of these are located in the Northeast region. The
largest decade group (40 percent) of states began statewide lotteries in the 1980s. Six additional
states began holding lotteries from 1990-2009. As depicted in Table 1.3, the method of approval
of lotteries varies across the states. Eleven percent of the states adopted a statewide lottery by
initiative and 25 percent by legislation. Most U.S. states adopted a lottery by a statewide voter
referendum (64 percent). The Midwest region accounts for 27 percent of the states with lotteries
(12 states), the West account for 18 percent (8 states), the Northeast comprises 21 percent (9
states), and the South is the largest with 34 percent (15 states). The states with no lotteries are:
Alabama, Mississippi, Nevada, Utah, Wyoming, Alaska, and Hawai’i. Table 1.4 examines the
decade of approval by region of the country in more detail.
Table 1.4
Decade of Lottery Adoption by Region
Region

1960s

1970s

1980s

1990s

2000s

Subtotals

Midwest

-

3

6

2

1

12

Northeast

2

7

-

-

-

9

South

-

2

5

3

5

15

West

-

-

7

1

-

8

Subtotals

2

12

18

6

6

44

As Table 1.4 reveals, the Northeast region of the country contained the states that adopted a
statewide lottery first, as lotteries were adopted in the 1960s and 1970s. The 1980s saw the
largest number of states adopting a lottery. In this decade the Midwest, South, and West saw 6, 5,
and 7 new lotteries respectively. In the 1990s and 2000s an additional six states adopted a
statewide lottery during these decades (8 were in the South).
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Most states use a statewide referendum as part of the adoption process. A referendum is
"a popular vote on an issue already approved by a legislative body, with the final decision made
by the electorate rather than by their representatives" (Coughin, et.al, 2008). Other states have
adopted their lottery through the initiative process. "The initiative process enables a specified
number of voters to propose a law by petition. Lottery adoption in other states simply required
approval by each state’s legislature and governor without a direct citizen vote. The initiative is
similar to a referendum; however, policymakers have a more limited role in the approval of
lottery adoption if the initiative process is used, compared to either a referendum or standard
legislative process" (Coughin, et.al, 2008). Figure 1.3 examines the method of approval by the
four designated region of the country.
Figure 1.3

Method of Approval

Method of Approval by Region of Country
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Referendum (28)

As Figure 1.3 illustrates, referendum was the most popular form of approval in all of the regions.
Most states (63 percent) adopted a statewide lottery by method of referendum, 25 precent
approved a lottery by legislation, and only 5 states (11 percent) via inititative. In the South and
Midwest specifically, referendum was the most popular form of approval, with legislation being
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the second most common form of approval. The only region where referendum is not the most
popular form is in the West, where initatitve is most common. Figure 1.4 examines the method
of approval by decade.
Figure 1.4

Method of Approval

Method of Approval by Decade
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As Figure 1.4 displays, both legislation and referendum were used to pass the first two statewide
lotteries in the 1960s. There was a large increase in the number of statewide lotteries adopted in
the decade following through all three avenues of adoption. In the 1980s, 1990s, and 2000s, there
was a trend in states adopting statewide lotteries through referendum over any other method.
Lotteries to Fund Higher Education
With the establishment of public universities came education-based lotteries. In 1804,
when the College of William and Mary needed $20,000 for a new building, they held a lottery to
raise the necessary funds (Bobbitt, 2005). Local and corporate run lotteries also have a long past
in the United States and have fallen in and out of favor several times. Statewide lotteries did not
appear in the United States until the second half of the 20th Century (Sweeney, 2007). From a
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policy perspective, the first contemporary, statewide lottery game was adopted by the State of
New Hampshire on March 12, 1964 by a legislative process.2
The Arkansas Academic Challenge Scholarship was the first statewide, merit-based,
lottery-funded scholarship for postsecondary education. Enacted in 1991 by then Governor
William Jefferson Clinton, fifteen additional states later followed. Of these, thirteen are broadbased merit programs (Dynarski, 2004). Table 1.5 lists the U.S. states with merit-based,
scholarships programs. Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship began in 1993 and was selected for
analysis because of its model framework and early adoption; a number of state lotteries based its
framework on Georgia’s (Cohen-Vogel, et. al., 2008). Table 1.5 lists each state with merit-based
scholarship programs, year enacted, name of the program, award criteria, and the funding source.
Table 1.5
States with Merit-based Scholarships

2

State

Year
Began

Program Name

Award Criteria

Funding
Source

1. Alaska

2011

Class Rank

2. Arkansas*

1991

Land leases
& sales
Lottery

3. Florida*

1997

4. Georgia*

1993

5. Kentucky*

1999

6. Louisiana*

1998

Alaska Performance Scholarship
Alaska Scholars Award (1999)
Arkansas Academic Challenge
Scholarship
Florida Bright Futures
Scholarship
Helping Outstanding Pupils
Educationally (HOPE)
Scholarship Program
Kentucky Educational Excellence
Scholarship (KEES)
Tuition Opportunity Program for
Students(TOPS)

GPA and ACT
GPA and
SAT/ACT

Lottery

GPA

Lottery

GPA and
SAT/ACT
GPA and ACT

Lottery
General
revenues

A territory-wide lottery was passed in Puerto Rico in 1934 (U.S. territory since 1917).
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State

Year
Began
7. Massachusett 2005
s*

Program Name

Award Criteria

John and Abigail Adams
Scholarship (MCAS) Program

State curricular
framework test
(MCAS)
State curricular
test

8. Michigan

2000

9. Mississippi*

1996

10. Missouri*

1997

11. Nevada

2000

Higher Education Academic
Scholarship Program (Bright
Flight)
Millennium Scholarship

12. New
Mexico*
13. South
Carolina*

1997

Lottery Success Scholarship

1998;
1998;
2001
2004

14. South
Dakota
15. Tennessee*

2004

Merit Award Scholarship
(Ended 2006)
Eminent Scholars Program

Funding
Source
General
revenues
Tobacco
settlement

GPA and
SAT/ACT
SAT/ACT

General
revenues
General
revenues

GPA
College GPA

Tobacco
settlement
Lottery

Legislative Incentive for Future
Excellence; Palmetto Fellows;
Hope Scholarship

GPA,SAT/AC
T, and class
rank

General
revenues &
lottery

South Dakota Opportunity
Scholarship
Education Scholarship Program

GPA and
SAT/ACT
GPA or
SAT/ACT
GPA and
SAT/ACT

General
revenues
Lottery

Lottery &
Providing Real Opportunities for
taxes on
Maximizing In-State Student
amusement
Excellence (PROMISE)
Scholarship
devices
Source: Dynarski, 2004; Heller, 2004; Krueger, 2001; Selingo, 2001; and program websites
16. West
Virginia*

2001

As Table 1.5 shows, more than one-fourth of states have had a merit-based scholarship program;
and many of these programs are funded either in whole, or in part, by the lottery receipts of that
state (12 of 16). These states are primarily in the southern United States (Florida, Georgia,
Kentucky, Mississippi, South Carolina, Tennessee, and West Virginia). Over half of the states in
the South (70 percent) have a merit-based, lottery funded scholarship program.
This disproportionate distribution of programs makes potential equity impacts even more
important since these Southern states have higher minority populations, particularly African
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Americans, as well as a higher percentage of low-income individuals. Additionally, most of these
programs were implemented in the mid to late 1990s, which allows an opportunity to examine
long-term outcomes. Only one state (Alaska) has implemented a merit-based program within the
past five years; but their program is not lottery-funded.
Georgia’s Lottery for Education
In their study on Georgia’s statewide lottery, Cornwall and Mustard (2001) examine the
distributional impacts of the policy by analyzing lottery receipts by locality and by considering
the implications of player demographic and socioeconomic characteristics. Cornwall and
Mustard (2001) utilize geographic information systems (GIS), a method of analysis that uses
spatial information and statistical processes to map information for extensive research analysis.
Figure 1.5 and 1.6 displays the relationship between African Americans as a percentage
of county population and per capita personal income by county in the state of Georgia. Figure 1.5
displays the percentage of African Americans by county in Georgia and Figure 1.6 displays per
capita personal income by county. For both of these figures, the darker the shade of the county,
the higher concentration in that locality.
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Figure 1.5: African American by County

Figure 1.6: Per Capita Personal Income by
County

Source: Cornwall and Mustard, 2001: 35-36.
From Figure 1.5 (show by county), the percentage African Americans population appears
opposite (or a negative reflection) of the map showing the higher per capita incomes. The
African American population high percentage by county is highly clustered in the central region
of the state and in the bottom half of the state. Figure 1.6 shows that much of the per capita
income is clustered around the Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA) of the state capitol, Atlanta,
and in the Atlantic coastal regions of Savannah and Brunswick. Visually, the counties that have
high concentrations of African Americans are not the counties that have the higher per capita
incomes by county.
Figure 1.7 examines lottery ticket sales as a percentage of income, by county. Figure 1.8
visually displays the HOPE Scholarship’s real dollars to four-year public institutions per
thousand residents by county. The darker the shades of the counties, the higher the concentration.
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Figure 1.7: Lottery Ticket Sales as a
Percentage of Income by County

Figure 1.8: HOPE Scholarships to 4-Year
Public Colleges by County in Georgia

Source: Cornwall and Mustard, 2001: 37-38
Several patterns emerge in Figure 1.7 that show lottery sales as a percentage of income by
county in Georgia. In the suburban areas of Atlanta, between 0 and .755 percent of lottery sales
as a percentage of income by county. Within the middle region of the state, additional clustering
emerges relative to a larger percentage of lottery sales as a percentage of income than the Atlanta
suburbs and the southeastern rural parts of the state. Figures 1.7 and 1.8 illustrate a similar
negative relationship in the clustering of lottery sales by income and the amount of HOPE
Scholarships awarded by county. Figures 1.7 and 1.8 show a clustering of lottery sales that
conflict with the county level data showing HOPE Scholarships awarded, and vice versa. For
example, the MSA of Atlanta shows less than 1 percent of lottery sales as a percent of income in
Figure 1.7, while Figure 1.8 shows the highest real HOPE dollars per capita distributed per one
thousand residents.
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Patterns also emerge when Figure 1.5 and Figure 1.7 are examined side-by-side. Figure
1.5 displays the percentage of African Americans by county and Figure 1.7 displays lottery sales
as a percentage of income by county in Georgia.

Figure 1.5: African American by County

Figure 1.7: Lottery Ticket Sales as a
Percentage of Income by County

Source: Cornwall and Mustard, 2001: 35 & 38.
Figures 1.5 and 1.7 have similarities in the distribution by county the percentage African
Americans population and the clustering of lottery sales by income. The information shown in
these figures concurs with the literature that suggest that per capita lottery expenditures are
higher in low income areas and in areas with a larger number of minorities. This map
comparison also correlates with McCrary, et.al. (2001) findings that black males are much more
likely than other groups to be active lottery players. This finding corresponds to previous
research that a larger proportion of lottery sales come from lower-income individuals (Clotfelter,
2000).
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Additionally, Rubenstein and Scafidi (2002) found that the net benefits from the lottery
were a function of income, with lower-income households (less than $25,000 and between
$35,000 and $50,000) experiencing average annual losses (negative net benefits). Net benefits
were positive for households in all other income groups. Rubenstein and Scafidi concluded that
the overall impact of the Georgia Lottery is regressive, and “much of the regressivity [sic] of
lottery benefits is attributable to the HOPE Scholarship” (1999:12).
Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship Program
The genesis of the Georgia program dates back to 1987. The reelection campaign was not
going well for then-Kentucky-governor Wallace Wilkinson. However, the tide turned in favor of
him when at the suggestion of political consultant James Carville, Wallace publicly proposed
instituting a lottery. The Kentucky proposal, to institute a statewide lottery with funds feeding
directly toward education, was met with tremendous public acclaim and support. Though the
proposal failed in Kentucky at that time, the public rallied around the idea to use a lottery (versus
taxes) to raise educational funds (Sweeney, 2009; Beinart, 1998).
Several years later, Carville took this idea with him when he went to Georgia to assist
Zell Miller with his gubernatorial campaign. Carville’s idea eventually developed into what is
now known as Georgia's HOPE Scholarship program (Beinart, 1998). Due to the nature of the
funding stream, and the high regard Georgia citizens have of the program, HOPE has been the
model for several other states’ lottery funded scholarship programs (Cohen-Vogel, et.al., 2008).
Though not the first, Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship, is citied as the model framework for
many later state-side scholarship adopters (Cohen-Vogel, et. al., 2008). Since it began in 1993,
HOPE has been a nationally recognized program due to its unique policy implementations
(Chen, 2004; Heller, 2002). What makes Georgia’s program a standard for others is its design;
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specifically, the spending of its lottery receipts is of note (HOPE Joint Study Commission
Report, 2004). The Georgia Lottery for Education created new education programs with the
lottery funds channeled directly into the new programs. The HOPE Scholarship program is the
largest, and most well-known program; it’s fully funded by the revenues received from the
state’s lottery program and all of Georgia’s citizens have the opportunity to qualify for it. The
design of Georgia’s lottery is unique among public lotteries because of the transparency of the
lottery revenue utilization. Other state-run lotteries deposit their proceeds into the general state
revenue funds or choose to spend funds to supplement existing programs; but this is not the case
in Georgia (Heller, 2002).
Public opinion has a remarkable effect on policymaking. Politically, the lottery helped
solve a problem that had troubled politicians for years. Public schools in the South were
significantly underfunded and thus, consistently scored near the bottom in national rankings; but
“tax hating is one of the South's most cherished pastimes” (Beniart, 1998). This epiphany—to
portray the lottery as a tax-free way to improve education—could lead to government spending
once again becoming a winning issue (Bullock, 2003).
It was difficult to sell this idea to everyone. Skeptics argued that the funds would
disappear into the general state revenue. But Governor Zell Miller of Georgia carefully
earmarked the money for specific, new education programs (Beinart, 1998). In 1992, the Georgia
Senate passed a floor resolution to submit the proposal to the state voters for approval (Georgia
Student Finance Commission, 2012).
In November 1992, Georgia’s voters approved the constitutional amendment statewide,
creating the Georgia Lottery for Education; this amendment resulted in four new lottery-funded
educational programs. The first and most public of these programs is the HOPE Scholarship
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program, which provides allowances for tuition, mandatory fees, and books for Georgia students
enrolled in public, private, or technical postsecondary institutions within the state. The second
program is the Pre-Kindergarten Program, which provides free, voluntary pre-K for children
aged four (Pre-K) at approved public and private sites. The third is the Technology Program,
which provides funds for educational institutions to purchase and maintain instructional
technology and to train personnel to use this technology. The final and lesser-known
Construction Program, which finances infrastructure projects through the Department of
Education, the Department of Technical Education, and the State University System of Georgia’s
Board of Regents (the state university system's governing board). During the 1998 legislative
session, an amendment to the original policy was included; this amendment gave the HOPE
Scholarship program and the Pre-K program first claim to the lottery proceeds. Georgia’s voters
agreed to the change, and by 2003, all lottery revenues were appropriated to these two programs
(Rubenstein, 2003).
HOPE Program Eligibility
The HOPE Scholarship consists of several directives which include postsecondary
funding towards traditional and non-traditional two- and four-year institutions, technical schools,
and a HOPE Teacher Scholarship Loan for those pursuing a masters, education specialist degree,
or doctorate degree in a critical shortage teaching field (University System of Georgia Office of
Planning and Policy Analysis, 2000). Funding is available to Georgia residents enrolling in a
degree program at an eligible Georgia public or private college, university, or public technical
college.
Recipients must demonstrate academic achievement by obtaining and maintaining a B or
higher grade point average (GPA). This merit-based award covers tuition, HOPE-approved
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mandatory fees, and a book allowance at public institutions (Georgia College 411, 2011). This
amount varies by institution type and by each individual student’s hours of enrollment. At public
colleges or universities, for the 2010-11 academic year, students attending receive an award for
the (1) number of hours enrolled, (2) HOPE-approved mandatory fees, and (3) a book allowance
of up to $100 per quarter or $150 per semester. At private institutions for 2010-11, full-time
students received $2,000 per semester, $1,333 per quarter; half-time students received $1,000 per
semester, $666 per quarter. (Georgia College 411, 2011). There were significant changes to the
program benefits beginning in the 2013-14 academic year.3
Model Program
Through this initiative, Georgia created four new educational programs that would be
funded specifically through lottery receipts. As a result, the Georgia lottery created several
stakeholder groups, including parents of college bound children, parents of younger children, and
individuals living in rapidly growing school districts.
Since its approval in 1992, Georgia’s education lottery has become the model for many
other states. Cornwell, Mustard, and Sridhar (2006) explain that various states have justified
“HOPE-style” scholarships as a means to increase college enrollment, to keep their best high
school graduates in-state for college, and to promote academic achievement. They also find that
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In March 2011, Georgia Governor Nathan Deal signed a new law into effect, raising the GPA
requirements for HOPE and eliminating payments for books and mandatory fees. “The new
HOPE Scholarship, or HOPE Lite, is based on Lottery revenue. The new scholarship within
HOPE, the Zell Miller Scholarship, covers 100 of tuition for those students who graduate with a
3.7 HOPE GPA and receive a score of 1200 (CR+M) on the SAT or a 26 ACT Composite at
public colleges ($4,000 at private colleges), and maintain a 3.3 GPA while in college. Books and
fees have also been eliminated for this scholarship as well” (HOPEScholarshop.org, 2015).
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total college enrollments are 5.9 higher in Georgia than in all the other Southern Regional
Educational Board states because of the HOPE program’s incentives. They found that the overall
gains were heavily concentrated in four-year institutions. In 2008, the HOPE program provided
for a strong incentive to remain in the State of Georgia for higher education (Cornwell, Mustard,
and Sridhar, 2006).
Herring and Bledsoe (1994) note that governments, in their search for new revenue
sources while holding the line on taxes, are relying more frequently on legalized gambling, such
as casinos, video poker, and state-run lotteries. Administratively, the Georgia lottery has been a
significant source of revenue and operates in an administratively cost-effective manner. McCrary
and Condrey (2003) explain that in fiscal year 1999, net lottery proceeds were the fourth largest
revenue source in Georgia. They also note that of 26 states, the Georgia lottery is well-run,
administratively. Only three states provide their lotteries at a lower administrative cost, as a
percentage of sales, than Georgia—Massachusetts, New Jersey, and Ohio. Georgia’s total costs
are 5.8 percent of lottery sales, almost 2.5 percentage points less than the average of the states
examined (McCrary and Condrey, 2003).
Program Outcomes
The Georgia lottery has resulted in additional education spending. This outcome is
counter to the experiences of almost every other state that allocates lottery revenues to education
(McCrary and Condrey, 2003). Lotteries in those states either do not alter spending on education
or are associated with reduced spending on education. The difference between Georgia and the
remaining states is the transparency of spending of lottery dollars (Chen, 2004). When Georgia
created its lottery, it created programs that were solely funded by these new lottery dollars. As a
result, spending on new programs was kept separate from spending on existing educational
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items. Also, the popularity of the Georgia program limits any varied directives the state
legislature might want to go with the funds. Public scrutiny does not allow for it (McCrary and
Condrey, 2003).
When Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship program was announced in 1993, as noted by Henry
and Rubenstein (2001), it animated the higher education policy community and ignited
controversy regarding the effects of merit-based financial aid. McPherson and Schapiro (1998)
have also questioned merit-based aid; they suggest it is a poor alternative to need-based financial
aid and a policy with unproven results on student achievement. Compared to education reform
efforts that target teachers and schools, merit-based financial aid for college increases the
incentives for high school students and their families by encouraging higher quality schoolwork.
The analysis of McCrary and Condrey (2003) reveal that those educational programs publicized
by the Georgia lottery benefit citizens from both high and low socioeconomic status (SES).
Though in examining overall HOPE assistance, residents in higher SES counties were estimated
to receive more assistance per capita than did residents in lower SES counties.
Previous researchers (Dynarski, 2000, 2002) have compared college enrollment rates in
Georgia (HOPE Scholarship program) with enrollment rates in other southern states without a
merit-based, scholarship program. Dynarski used an ordinary least squares estimation of the
difference in differences, finding that the implementation of the HOPE Scholarship did “raise
enrollment rates in the state higher than what they otherwise would have been” without the
program. Dynarski (2000) found that the program increased enrollment for 18- and 19-year-olds,
by 7.0 to 7.9 percentage points above what it otherwise would have been.
Henry and Rubenstein (2001) found that the relationship between grades and
achievement has remained consistent or improved since HOPE began. They found that African
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American students with a 3.1 high school core course GPA have increased their average
Scholastic Assessment Test (SAT) scores by more than 20 points. These findings indicate that
merit-based aid incentives have helped improve the quality of K-12 education in Georgia and
have reduced racial performance disparities by motivating students and their families to commit
greater effort to schooling (Henry and Rubenstein, 2001). Merit-based programs were growing
dramatically between 1994 and 2000. In Georgia, lower income students receive approximately
$45 million in aid through HOPE, as compared to $3 million in need-based aid before the HOPE
program began (Longanecker, 2002).
Since 1993, the HOPE Scholarship has been distributed to 1.48 million students (no
duplicates), for a total dispersed amount over $7.5 billion dollars. Table 1.6 illustrates the
disbursement of HOPE Scholarships to public, private, and technical institutions since it began.
Table 1.6 itemizes the awards by type of institution, number of recipients, and award amount.
Table 1.6
Disbursements of Georgia's HOPE Scholarships and Grants to Georgia's Educational
Institutions (September 1993 – August 2014)

$5.1 billion

Percent of
Total $*
67.21

Public Colleges and
Universities

683,050

Percent of
Total #*
39.98

Private Colleges and
Universities

169,022

9.89

$787.6 million

10.38

Public Technical Colleges

856,598

50.13

$1.7 billion

22.40

Total Scholarships Earned

1,708,670

100

$7.587 billion

100

Educational Institution

Recipients

Awards

**Transfer students are duplicated in above count. The individual student count is 1,569,391.
Source: Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2016
*Author’s calculation
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As noted by Table 1.6, the HOPE Scholarship has provided $7.5 billion dollars to 1.5 million
students to attend school; and the bulk of these funds ($5.1 billion) have gone to public colleges
and universities for approximately 40 percent of the total recipients. Traditionally, the overall
cost of attending a technical college is less than that of a public college or university. Less than
23 percent of the total award amount ($1.7 billion) has gone to public technical colleges for
about half of the total recipients; technical colleges are where the largest number of historically
underrepresented groups in higher education are found (Dynarski, 2002). Table 1.7 illustrates the
number of students who received a HOPE Scholarship by academic year, aggregate award, and
the calculated mean per student.
Table 1.7
Students Earning Georgia's HOPE Scholarships and Grants by Year, Number of Recipients, and
Total Award
Academic Year

HOPE Recipients

HOPE Awards

1993-1994

42,796

$21,400,000

Calculated Average
Per Student*
$500.05

1994-1995

98,398

$83,700,000

$850.63

1995-1996

122,976

$133,700,000

$1,087.20

1996-1997

128,353

$153,200,000

$1,193.58

1997-1998

136,659

$173,200,000

$1,267.39

1998-1999

141,101

$189,000,000

$1,339.47

1999-2000

148,194

$208,600,000

$1,407.61

2000-2001

169,169

$276,600,000

$1,635.05

2001-2002

195,857

$322,600,000

$1,647.12

2002-2003

212,629

$361,700,000

$1,701.08

2003-2004

222,548

$405,800,000

$1,823.43

2004-2005

222,266

$426,900,000

$1,920.67

2005-2006

212,577

$436,000,000

$2,051.02

2006-2007

207,321

$452,000,000

$2,180.19

2007-2008

202,329

$459,500,000

$2,271.05
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Academic Year

HOPE Recipients

HOPE Awards

2008-2009

216,125

$522,200,000

Calculated Average
Per Student*
$2,416.19

2009-2010

248,259

$640,200,000

$2,578.76

2010-2011

256,396

$747,700,000

$2,916.19

2011-2012

202,862

$461,500,000

$2,274.95

2012-2013

180,207

$411,700,000

$2,284.59

2013-2014

198,299

$532,900,000

$2,687.36

Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2016; *Author’s calculation
As Table 1.7 shows, during the first two years of the program (1993-94 and 1994-95, the only
two years where there was a need-based eligibility component) the average amount per
individual was less than half of amount received when the income based component was
removed (1995-96). The HOPE Scholarship awards steadily increased from 1993 to 2011, and
the number of recipients has remained steady during this same period.
An increase in publicly funded scholarships began in the 1960s; these scholarships have
since been awarded based primarily on the financial needs of students and with the goal of
reducing disparities in college participation while increasing access among low-income and first
generation college students (Heller, 2004b:99). In recent years, there has been discussion over
the role of merit-based scholarship programs in the arena of postsecondary educational access
(Doyle, 2010; Fitzgerald, 2004; Marin, 2002). Though many positions are held on what the
appropriate nature of these policies is, researchers do agree that these initiatives have the
potential to greatly impact the nation’s educational structure (Connelly, 2009; Doyle, 2008;
Dynarski, 2000, 2002).
Economically disadvantaged students are also highly sensitive to net price, and change in
net price, in regards to making decisions about postsecondary education (Fitzgerald, 2004).
“Low-income students who expected to receive financial aid were more likely to aspire to
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college than were other low-income students" who did not expect to receive aid (King, 1996, as
quoted in Fitzgerald, 2004:6). "The lowest-SES students at four-year public institutions were
three times more likely (74 versus 26 percent) than the highest-SES students to claim that
financial aid is very important in their choice of institution" (Fitzgerald, 2004: 8). When students
are knowledgeable about financial aid, this increases the number of higher education options that
that student considers.
Data obtained from the Census Bureau describes the gap that still exists in the U.S.
between different ethnicities and per capita income. Table 1.8 illustrates this disparity between
per capita income by race on a national level.
Table 1.8
Per Capita Income in the U.S. by Race (as Percentage of Whites), 2010

Total population

Population

Mean income
(dollars)

303,349,689

27,334

Percent of
White
Income

One race--

(%)

(%)

White

74.2

30,154

100.0

Black or African American

12.6

18,257

60.5

American Indian and Alaska Native

0.8

16,645

55.2

Asian

4.8

30,021

99.5

Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander

0.2

20,025

66.4

Some other race

4.8

14,927

49.5

Two or more races

2.7

14,855

49.2

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)

16.4

15,638

51.8

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino

63.7

32,136

106.5

* Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Mean Income in the Past 12 Months (in 2010 Inflation Adjusted Dollars)
2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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In 2010, the national mean for white income was $30,154 while the average income for all
groups was $27,334. Black or African Americans per capita income comprised 60.5 percent of
mean white income ($18,257) – an on average difference of $11,897. The per capita income of
American Indian and Alaska Native was 55 percent of mean white income ($16,645) – an on
average difference of $13,509. The Asian population is the group with the closest mean income
to whites (99 percent of mean white income). Hispanics or Latino per capita income was 51.8
percent of average white income ($15,638) – an on average difference of $14,516. Within the
United States, the white mean income is greater than all other race groups. Table 1.9 illustrates
this disparity between per capita income by race in the State of Georgia in 2010.
Table 1.9
Per Capita Income in Georgia by Race (as Percentage of Whites), 2010
Population
Total population

9,468,815

One race--

Mean income
(dollars)
25,134

(%)

Percent of White
Income
(%)

White

61.10

29,763

100.00

Black or African American

30.30

17,781

59.74

American Indian and Alaska Native

0.20

20,975

70.47

Asian

3.10

26,130

87.79

Native Hawaiian & Other Pacific Islander

0.10

22,835

76.72

Some other race

3.60

12,709

42.70

Two or more races

1.50

13,671

45.93

Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race)

8.30

13,580

45.63

White alone, not Hispanic or Latino

56.80

30,906

103.84

* Source: U.S. Census Bureau
Mean Income in the Past 12 Months (in 2010 Inflation Adjusted Dollars)
2006-2010 American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates
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As Table 1.9 depicts, the average income for whites was $29,763 while the average income for
all groups was $25,134 in 2010 in the State of Georgia. Black or African Americans per capita
income comprised 59.7 percent of mean white income ($17,781) – an on average difference of
$11,982, less than the national average. The per capita income of American Indian and Alaska
Native was 70.4 percent of mean white income ($20,975) – and on average difference of $8,788,
more than the national average for this group. The group with the closest mean income is the
Asian population which comprised 87.7 percent of mean white income, which is similar to the
national breakdown. Hispanics or Latino per capita income was 45.6 percent of average white
income ($13,580) – an on average difference of $16,183, less than the national average. These
differences in earned income for minority families emphasize the need for increased financial aid
funding to historically underrepresented student populations, so that they too may have the
access and ability to obtain a college education.
Since the 1990s, there has been significant growth in the number of students taking out
federal loans for postsecondary education (Breneman and Finney, 2004). Students from families
with incomes below $32,500 received an average of $760 (in 2007 dollars) more in state grant
aid in 2007-08 than in 1992-93, an increase of 92 percent (College Board, 2010). Students from
families with incomes of $100,000 or higher received an average of $320 more than those lower
income families, an increase of 457 percent. From 1998-99 to 2008-09, nonfederal loans per
student increased 133 percent, from $360 to $840 per student (College Board, 2010).
Postsecondary educational financial aid needs to be more "generally targeted to students with the
fewest resources and delivered to students and families as simply and predictably as possible"
(Timpane and Hauptman, 2004: 47).
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Research Outline
Using a social equity lens, this research examines the distributions of HOPE Scholarship
recipients and compare them to the population of postsecondary students in the state. Chapter
one has explored the history of the HOPE Scholarship program, examined the problem
statement, previous research, and summarized the research framework. Chapter two reviews the
literature on the theoretical basis for this analysis. Chapter three outlines the methods of research.
Chapter four surveys the analytical findings and chapter five discusses the policy implications,
recommendations, and study conclusions.
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Chapter II: Review of Literature and Theoretical Framework
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“How, therefore, can fairness and equity find a place
in a world of merit-based public administration”
(Frederickson, 2010: xix).

Chapter Overview
This chapter reviews the existing social equity literature and provides justification for the
selected methodology best suited for this analysis, the distributional equity framework. This
chapter is organized into three primary sections. It begins by examining the origin, development,
and conceptualization of social equity in public policy and administration, providing the basis of
the theoretical approach. The next section explores the concept of distributional equity, outlines
its theoretical foundations, and summarizes the relevant literature. This discussion provides
justification for the framing of the study by demonstrating how targeting aid to low-income
students helps to equalize postsecondary educational opportunities. The chapter closes by
examining the limitations of the distributional equity framework for this research.
Social Equity Origins and Development
Every society has rules concerning how goods are distributed and which burdens are
shared by its members. The idea of fairness is an age-old human concept. Young children
understand the concepts of fairness and justice. “Exclamations like, ‘That’s not fair!’ and ‘Now
it’s my turn!’ are well-known among the cries of the playground. A sense of fairness is a basic
human reality, manifested by even the youngest. From our earliest days, we are naturally
indignant at fairness—especially when we see ourselves as the victim” (Rescher, 2002: xi). The
idea of distributive equity establishes the fundamental core of fairness in matters of distributive
justice.
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The notion of fairness is also not a modern one. Aristotle explains that all governments
are established on principles of justice. Aristotle’s equity principle states that goods should be
divided in proportion to each individual’s contribution. Though Aristotle’s idea is grounded in
rational thought, the foundation relies on a distribution of justice based on each individual’s
value within that society. Aristotle articulates his universal principle of distributive justice:
What is just in this sense, then, is what is proportionate. And what is unjust is
what violates the proportion: one side becomes too large, the other too small,
which is actually what happens in practice, since the one who acts unjustly gets
more of what is good, while the one treated unjustly gets less. (Book 5, Ch. 3).
Aristotle viewed equal distribution as proportion, the same treatment for similar persons. This
interpretation of justice is grounded on individual merit and fails to provide a universal criterion
of rights for all members of a society.
In the late 1700s and early 1800s, Jeremy Bentham and John Stuart Mill developed
another classical theory of justice known as utilitarianism. Where the utility of an action is
determined by how much happiness it produces—the greatest good for the greatest number. "The
utilitarian doctrine is that happiness is desirable, and the only thing desirable, as an end; all other
things being desirable as means to that end" (J. S. Mill: quoted by Brandt 1992: 197).
Utilitarianism has several advantages. It can offer definitive answers to the question of how
individuals should act, because it has a single, empirically measurable criterion and it is
concerned with improving the lives of individuals. Utilitarianism also has disadvantages. The
primary critiques are: (1) a focus on the consequences of individual actions, not the actions in
and of themselves; (2) all goods may not be able to be reduced to happiness; (3) calculating the
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consequences of every action is impossible; and (4) application of utilitarianism may go against
our moral common sense (Rachels, 2011).
The concept of equality in the United States stems from these early conceptions of justice
in classical political thought and are directly linked to democratic principles. “The question of
equality is one of the greatest themes in the culture of American public life. In the Declaration of
Independence and the Pledge of Allegiance, among other significant expressions of American
philosophy, the rhetoric of equality permeates our symbols of nationhood.” (Frederickson, 2010:
50). Freedom and justice are essential elements of citizen identity and provide the fundamental
groundwork for our government system and processes. As Frederickson explains (2010),
“matters of fairness and equity are at the core of the American public ethos.” With the
commencement of the American system of government, our founders established an expectation
of equality as expressed in the opening of the Declaration of Independence:
We hold these truths to be self-evident, that all men are created equal, that they
are endowed by their Creator with certain unalienable Rights, that among these
are Life, Liberty and the pursuit of Happiness.--That to secure these rights,
Governments are instituted among Men, deriving their just powers from the
consent of the governed, --That whenever any Form of Government becomes
destructive of these ends, it is the Right of the People to alter or to abolish it, and
to institute new Government, laying its foundation on such principles and
organizing its powers in such form, as to them shall seem most likely to effect
their Safety and Happiness.
As Gooden (2015) explains, “While this sentence represents a fundamental ideal, the exclusion
of women, the enslavement of blacks, and the gross mistreatment of the first Americans—
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American Indians—left a huge gulf in the implementation of this democratic principle” (212). In
other words, the equality espoused by the Founding Fathers in the Declaration and the
Constitution was intended for male members of the white, privileged class only.
Social equality, understood as a broader issue of social justice, is defined as the state of
being equal in status, rights, or opportunities. But the foundation of equality is a comparison
among two individuals of similar rank; it implies a sameness among people. In a society such as
the United States, this conceptualization fails to recognize the persistent inequalities produced by
the discrimination of individuals based on income, racial and ethnic group membership,
immigrant generational status, and first generation college student status.
According to Phillip Cooper (2000, 62), “equity is, in a sense, the deliberately unequal
treatment of some people before the law for some very limited purposes where equal application
would be unjust” (Johnson and Svara, 2011:19) Recognizing this fundamental flaw, the field of
public administration has worked to broaden the scope of social equality to an application of
social equity. Social equity moves us from a framework of that which is equal to that which is
fair and just, taking into account the historical discriminations that permeate our society.
Development within Public Administration
The term ‘equity’ first appears in Public Administration Review articles in the 1940s
(Gooden, 2015: see Bane, 1942; Campbell, 1944; White, 1943). In 1947, Public Administration
Review published an article by Frances Harriet Williams, “Minority Groups and OPA,” which
examines the role of public administration in promoting equity (Gooden, 2015). As Gooden
explains, “Williams’ article is the genesis of a developed analytical focus of equity in public
administration and calls attention to the critical responsibility of our profession to advance its
realization” (Gooden, 2015:214).
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It was not until the mid-20th Century (with the passage of the Civil Rights Act of 1964,
which prohibited discrimination based on race, color, religion, and national origin) that equality
principles were applied in American public policy and administration. The 1964 Civil Rights Act
covered both past and future prejudiced behaviors, meaning that the law protected both historical
and imminent discrimination; it safeguarded against both the intent to discriminate and the
effects of discrimination. Two-hundred years after our founding, the 1964 Civil Rights Act,
together with the federal application of 5th and 14th Constitutional Amendments, guaranteed all
citizens specific rights to due process, protection against discrimination in respect to terms,
conditions, and privileges of employment.
In 1968 Dwight Waldo, a professor at Syracuse University, hosted the first Minnowbrook
Conference; this conference brought together a number of progressive young scholars working in
public administration. The goal of this conference was to discuss how best to reform the field
from traditional viewpoints. This school of thought became known as New Public
Administration and it added social equity to the “classic objectives and rationale” along with
efficient and effective management principles (Naff, Riccucci, and Freyss, 2013). It was also
during this time that Minnowbrook Conference participants H. George Fredrickson (Gooden,
2015), Phil Rutledge, and others began to utilize the term social equity as an abbreviation for the
longer, more circulated phrase ‘fairness, justice, and equality’ (Frederickson, 2010).
In 1971, John Rawls published the Theory of Justice which examines socially just
distribution of goods within a society. Rawls summarized his general conception of justice as
follows: “All social primary goods—liberty and opportunity, income and wealth, and the bases
of self-respect—are distributed equally unless an unequal distribution of any or all of these is to
the advantage of the least favored” (1971:303). Rawls’ principle of ‘justice as fairness’ parallels
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that which is just to that which is fair, and this principle aids in examining the concept of
equality (Rawls, 1971). As equality is founded on equal rights, opportunities, and status within a
society, public administration focused on the concept of proportional equality. “Delivering
[public] services in amounts that reflect a monotonically increasing function of a specified
characteristic(s) [ . . . ] the quantity of service provided varies directly with changes in the
amount of specified characteristic possessed by the client.” (Chitwood, 1974: 31).
“Rawls developed a principle of justice as fairness, in which each person is to have an
equal right to the most extensive basic liberty compatible with a similar liberty for all”
(Frederickson, 2010:250) as well as a difference principle in which “social and economic
inequalities, for example inequalities of wealth and authority, are just only if they result in
compensating benefits for everyone and in particular for the less advantaged members of
society” (Frederickson, 2010:88). Rawls’ principle of justice is based on observable
characteristics of individuals (such as income) rather than on interpersonal comparisons of
welfare and therefore avoids the ethical problem of benefiting the many at the expense of the few
(Young, 1994).
After the Minnowbrook conference, H. George Frederickson and Philip Rutledge
continued to challenge and encourage those working in the field of to make social equity a
fundamental pillar of public administration research, practice, and performance assessment. As
Frederickson (2010) explains, “social equity values have to do with the fairness of the
organization, its management, and its delivery of public services [and] asks these questions: For
whom is the organization well managed? For whom is the organization efficient? For whom is
the organization economical? For whom are public services more or less fairly delivered? (2010:
xv).” Encouraged by Rutledge and Frederickson, Public Administration Review included a
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symposium on social equity in its first volume in 1974 (Frederickson 2010). By the mid-1970s,
public administration had succeeded in defining and solidifying social equity as a concept for the
field.
In her formative book, Deborah Stone (1988) looks beyond the definition of equality and
examines equity in terms of distributions. Stone provides an example of cake distribution; she
distributes a cake equally among the students in her class and a number of ‘equal’ allocation
plans are offered (same size for all, larger sizes for more senior class members, more for the
hungriest, etc.). Stone thus explains “the paradox in distributive problems: Equality may in fact
be inequality; equal treatment may require unequal treatment; and the same distribution may be
seen as equal or unequal depending on one’s point of view” (2002:42). In Policy Paradox, Stone
also outlines her conception of equality as sameness and equity as fairness, with a goal to apply
these conceptions to policy analysis.
In the 1980s and 1990s, scholars in public administration, political science, and related
disciplines focused on understanding the breadth and depth of existing inequities by focusing on
public sector representation and discrimination among groups. These research efforts helped
identify and strengthen methodological approaches in examining inequities and how best to
document injustices throughout the social, political, and economic systems in the United States’
(Gooden 2015).
In 2000, the Standing Panel on Social Equity in Governance was established by the
National Academy of Public Administration to help address issues of fairness, justice, and equity
issues. As part of those same efforts, the Academy adopted social equity as the third pillar of
public administration (Gooden and Wooldridge, 2007). Social equity is defined by the Academy
as “the fair, just and equitable management of all institutions serving the public directly or by
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contract; the fair, just and equitable distribution of public services and implementation of public
policy; and the commitment to promote fairness, justice, and equity in the formation of public
policy” (Standing Panel on Social Equity in Governance, 2000).
Public administration is the application of government policies or the “planning,
organizing, directing, coordinating, and controlling of government operations” (Encyclopedia
Britannica, 2015). As the Academy explains, public administrators have a responsibility to infuse
social equity in all they do; if not for the enlightened individual administrator, equity may be
shunted aside and those who are served by its principles will suffer.
Measuring Equity
Concerned with measuring the impact of and extent of social equity in public
administration, the National Academy of Public Administration's Standing Panel on Social
Equity in Governance created four criteria to examine policies and procedures. The template
from Johnson and Svara (2011) is summarized in Table 2.1.
Table 2.1
Measuring Social Equity
Procedural fairness (due process)
Procedural fairness involves the examination of problems or issues of procedural rights (due
process), treatment in a procedural sense (equal protection), and the application of eligibility
criteria (equal rights) for existing policies and programs. . .Practices such as failure to provide
due process before relocating low-income families as part of an urban renewal project, using
racial profiling to identify suspects, or unfairly denying benefits to a person who meets
eligibility criteria all raise obvious equity issues.
Access (distributional equity)
Access—distributional equity—involves a review of current policies, services, and practices to
determine the level of access to services/benefits and analysis of reasons for unequal access. . .
Equity can be examined empirically—do all persons receive the same service and the same
quality of service (as opposed to the procedural question of whether all are treated the same
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according to distributional standards in an existing program or service)—or normatively—
should there be a policy commitment to providing the same level of service to all?
Quality (process equity)
Quality—process equity—involves a review of the level of consistency in the quality of
existing services delivered to groups and individuals. . .For example, is garbage pickup the
same in quality, extent of spillage or missed cans, in all neighborhoods? Do children in innercity schools have teachers with the same qualifications as those in suburban schools?
Outcome
Outcomes involve an examination of whether policies and programs have the same impact for
all groups and individuals served. Regardless of the approach to distribution and the consistency
of quality, there is not necessarily a commitment to an equal level of accomplishment or
outcomes . . . Equal results equity might conceivably require that resources be allocated until
the same results are achieved. . .a critical issue in consideration of equity at this level is how
much inequality is acceptable and to what extent government can and should intervene to
reduce the inequality in results
Source: Johnson and Svara, 2011: 20-22

As described in Table 2.1, procedural fairness provides us a frame with which to examine rights
or mistreatments of due process, equal treatment, equal protection, and rights. Access
(distributional equity) provides a structure to empirically test the equity of a service, policy, or
practice. Quality or process equity surveys the level, quality, and consistency of a service
provision. Outcome is a review of uniformity in program or policy impact.
Distributional Equity
As Gooden explains, “All public policies involve the distribution of resources” (2014:24)
and the social equity lens implores us to ask the question: For whom are the services or policies
beneficial? (Frederickson, 1990). Within the field of economics, the concept of distribution is
understood as how a good is dispersed, while a distributive decision is “the formula or principle
by which the good is allotted among the eligible parties” (Young, 1994:8). Distributive justice, in
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economics, is fairness in outcomes (Konow, 2003). “Distributional equity, involves a review of
current policies, services, and practices to determine the level of access to services [and] benefits
and an analysis of reasons for unequal access. Put simply, access considers who receives benefits
or services” (Svara and Brunet, 2004).
Concepts of social justice “do not tell us how to solve concrete, everyday distributive
problems such as how to adjudicate a property dispute, who should get into medical school, or
how much to charge for a subway ride” (Young, 1994:6). The distributional equity framework is
situated within the broader context of social equity and provides criteria for measuring
achievement or malfunctions in the fields of public policy and administration.
This study utilizes the distributional equity measure to examine whether the access to the
HOPE Scholarship program’s benefits is shared among the citizens of the state. The HOPE
Scholarship is disproportionately funded by contributions from low-income and minority
individuals. Distributional equity provides the framework with which to examine the extent in
which the communities that financially support the lottery are receiving its educational benefits.
Svara and Brunet (2005: 257) provide clarification of equity in the availability of services and
benefits:
Services and benefits should be distributed equally or in such a way that those
who are less advantaged receive greater benefits. These general principles should
guide the observance of requirements that are multiple and complex and that vary
with the purpose of a program or the problem that is being addressed. For existing
policies and programs, distribution and access should match the intended purpose.
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Within the fields of public policy and administration, Svara (2011) outlines examples of
distributional equity. Table 2.2 describes these measures and public administrative examples of
access and distributional equity.
Table 2.2
Access and Distributional Equity Measures and Examples
Measures

Definition

Examples

Simple equality

When all receive the same
level and amount of service

Solid waste and water access

Differentiated
equality

Where services are provided to
persons who meet selection
criterion or who have higher
need

Low-income housing assistance grants
Concentrated police patrolling in areas
with more calls for service

Targeted
intervention

When services are
concentrated in a geographic
area

Community centers
Health clinics in low-income areas

Redistribution

Efforts to compensate for
unequal resources

Housing vouchers
Public assistance

Equal results

In rare instances, services may
be distributed in such a way as
to attempt to achieve equal
results or fixed results

Equal cleanliness in all parts of a city
Equal test scores for students in public
schools
An acceptable level in the incidence of
communicable disease
Source: Johnson and Svara, 2011:21.

These distributional and access measures can be used to examine a program or public policy in
order to determine the level of social equity. Johnson and Svara (2011) challenge us to examine
the “purpose of a program or the problem that is being addressed” and then use the most
appropriate measure of access to examine it.
The concepts of universalist and selectivist policies help to frame this research. Social
policies in the United States vary between having a universalist scope and a selectivist scope
(Skocpol, 1994). Universalist policies are those in which a) the population as a whole is seen as
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the beneficiary of a policy and b) in which the citizenry view these benefits as a basic ‘right.’
Selectivists policies are ones in which a citizen must show eligibly for, or prove that they qualify
for, a specific program (Mkandawire, 2005).
Skocpol (1994) explains that the problem with universalist approaches is that although
they are more sustainable in democracies, those with widespread benefits are extremely costly in
the eyes of the public. Universalist policies aim to address issues through social programs that
the population as a whole is eligible for and might benefit from. Universalist policies “give most
of the available resources to those who need them the least” (Skocpol, 1994). There are also
critiques of selectivist policies; critics argue that selectivist policies have historically suffered
from a lack of political support. These policies struggle to generate continuous civic support
“especially when the national economy is in a period of little growth, no growth, or decline [. . .
because] the more the public programs are perceived by members of the wider society as
benefiting only certain groups, the less support these programs receive” (Wilson, 118).
The universalist-selectivist theory helps to explain and understand the policy phenomena
and it allows us to challenge and extend existing knowledge of these types of programs. As
Gooden and Portillo (2011) explain:
Equity policy research should expand beyond the false dichotomy of a choice
between ‘universal’ versus ‘targeted’ policies. In many cases, universal policies
only serve to increase policy inequities, rather than minimizing them. As
researchers at the Kirwan Institute note, ‘Universal and targeted approaches are
false choices.’ There is a third possibility, what we call ‘targeted universalism.’
This is an approach that supports the needs of the particular while acknowledging
that we are all part of the same social fabric. Targeting within universalism means
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being proactive and goal oriented about achievable outcomes’ (Kirwan Institute
for the Study of Race and Ethnicity 2009, 7 as quoted in Gooden and Portillo,
2011: i72)
The HOPE Scholarship is a universalist policy; any graduating high school student has the
opportunity to qualify and receive benefits. This research examines the distribution of the
scholarships receipts along various socioeconomic characteristics.
Economic Grounding
Within the field of economics, the concept of allocation is the result of three different
types of decisions. The first type of decision is to determine the total amount of goods to be
distributed. The second decision involves the standard or formula by which the goods are
distributed among the eligible individuals (allocation rule). Institutions typically make these first
two types of decisions, while the third type of decision is one made by an individual in response
to the first two decisions. An allocation rule is “a method, process, or formula that allocates any
given supply of goods among any potential group of claimant according to the salient
characteristics of those claimants” (Young, 1994: 8). As Young (1994) explains, within these
allocation rules three broad conceptions of equity in economics generally reside.
I.

Parity means that the claimants are treated equally, either because they actually are
equal or because there is no clear way to distinguish among them.

II.

Proportionality acknowledges difference among the claimants and also divides the
goods in proportion to those differences.

III.

Priority asserts that the person with the greatest claim to the good gets it (8).

These allocation rules and thus, economics, fail to establish a direct relationship between the
concepts of equity and fairness. In his examination of fairness in distribution economics, Rescher
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(2002) developed an inventory of Distributive Desiderata (Latin for “desired things”) to consider
the array of distributional virtues.
Table 2.3
Distributive Desiderata
A DISTRIBUTION IS…

IF EVERYONE INVOLVED GETS A SHARE OF THE GOOD/BAD
BEING DISTRIBUTED THAT IS…

(perfectly just)

exactly what meets their (legitimate) claims

fair

proportionate to their claims

supra-fair

sometimes more but never less than their fair share

subjectively equitable

of a self-appraised (subjective) value that is claim-proportionate

According to Rescher’s Distributive Desiderata, a distribution is ‘perfectly just’ if everyone
involved gets a share of the good/bad being distributed that is exactly what meets their
(legitimate) claims. A distribution would be fair if everyone involved gets a share of the
good/bad being distributed that is proportionate to their claims. A distribution would be suprafair if everyone involved gets a share of the good/bad being distributed that is sometimes more
but never less than their fair share. A distribution would be subjectively equitable if everyone
involved gets shares of the good/bad being distributed that is of a self-appraised (subjective)
value that is claim-proportionate. Note here that a perfectly just distribution must be fair, but a
fair distribution does not meet criteria for a perfectly just distribution. Taking Rescher’s
Distributive Desiderata and the conceptualization of social equity into account, the distributional
equity principle would examine whether a policy outcome results in making the least well-off
group in a society as well off as possible, based on primary goods.
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Application of Framework to Study
"Social equity action takes two approaches: treating people the same to promote fairness
and equality and treating them differently to provide justice. It is the potentially contradictory
nature of the two approaches that makes social equity complex and dynamic and requires that
great care be taken in choosing and explaining social equity actions" (Svara, 2011). The concept
of social equity is not a new one, as applied to the role of administration in education.
Social equity refers to the promotion of equality in a society with deep social and
economic disparities. It embodies the goal that the members of all social groups
have the same prospects for success and the same opportunity to be protected
from the adversities of life . . . In a socially equitable society, the differences are
not strongly linked to membership in groups defined by characteristics such as
ethnicity, race, or gender (Johnson and Svara, 2011).
Low-income students are highly sensitive to both net price and change in net price on
decisions about postsecondary education (Fitzgerald, 2004). King finds that “low-income
students who expected to receive financial aid were more likely to aspire to college than were
other low-income students" (1996:6). Fitzgerald (2004) also explains that when students are
knowledgeable about financial aid, the number of higher-ed options that that student considers
increases. Fitzgerald finds that "the lowest SES students at four-year public institutions were
three times more likely (74 versus 28 percent) than the highest-SES students to claim that
financial aid is very important in their choice of institution" (8).
The broad goals of the HOPE Scholarship program are to provide greater access to the
financial resources available for postsecondary institution attendance, thereby reducing
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educational disparities within the state. The HOPE Scholarship has three broad policy goals
aimed at social equity:
1)

provide students an incentive for better high school performance;

2)

increase college attendance among well-qualified students; and

3)

improve academic persistence and graduation rates by providing financial
aid while students attend college (Rubenstein, 2003).

Distributional equity measure of social equity provides an appropriate framework to
examine the benefits distribution of the HOPE Scholarship program, and asks if there are
disparities in access to these resources. Individuals may also be treated differently in order to
equalize resources. If gaps exist, the frame guides the assessment of whether these distributional
inequities are designed to equalize opportunities or provide greater resources to disadvantaged or
underrepresented groups. The unequal results could stem from a policy designed to aid those
who have been historically marginalized, or it could show that a policy is adversely neglecting
those groups. As Gooden (2015:213) explains, “Social equity recognizes the historical, political,
social and economic influences that structurally influence the prospects for access, opportunity,
and outcomes. In public administration, social equity further recognizes the importance of public
servants and public sector organizations in fulfilling the democratic principle of fairness.”
Limitations of Distributional Equity Frame
Distributive justice concepts originate in the field of economics, but this is not an
economic analysis. Distributive justice is concerned with examining observable characteristics of
individuals for the basis of distribution of goods; its equity is based on priority. “Priority is an
ordinal rather than a cardinal principle because it does not say how much more deserving one
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claimant is compared to another; it simply says that one claimant is more deserving than
another” [emphasis in original] (Young, 1994:15).
Additionally, the largest criticism of social equity research in public administration and
policy has been the lack of clear measurable protocols for conducing social equity analysis
(Frederickson). The social equity measurement framework were provided relatively recently
(2009) by the National Academy of Public Administration.
Conclusion
This chapter examined the existing social equity literature and justified the distributional
equity framework as the grounding for the research questions. The distributional equity
framework provides the basis for the methodological approaches detailed in the following
chapter.
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Chapter III: Data and Methodology
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“Embracing equity as the third normative pillar of
public administration requires public servants to seek
out and work toward more just allocations of public
goods and services, to represent those who do not
otherwise have access to public policy processes, to
seek the public interest or greater good, and to
respect the dignity of individuals and tirelessly
safeguard their rights” (Frederickson, 2010:72).

Chapter Overview
The methodology chapter describes the research questions, the study focus areas, and the
secondary data used in this analysis. The chapter reviews the theoretical framework, study
variables, and provides an explanation of the three study data analysis methods. The chapter
closes with a discussion of the study limitations and implications.
Introduction
As previously detailed, the HOPE Scholarship is a universal postsecondary scholarship
program that any high performing student in Georgia has the ability to quality for; after
qualifying, a student receives full tuition support at a public university. The HOPE program is
funded directly by the Georgia Lottery; researchers have found that those who play this lottery
are likely to be male, African American, low-income, and have less educational attainment
(Rubenstein and Scafidi, 2002; McCrary, et.al, 2001). Since the HOPE Scholarship is fully
funded by the lottery and previous search has examined demographic and socioeconomic factors
that contribute to lottery receipts, this study uses a quantitative methodological approach to
examine the extent at which individuals who financially support the lottery also receive the
educational scholarship benefits.
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Guiding the study’s specific assumptions, distributional equity frames the basis for the
research hypotheses and methodology by examining the demographic and socioeconomic
characteristics of HOPE Scholarship recipients. Using a postpositivist worldview, this research
analyzes the characteristics of individual scholarship recipients while considering demographic
factors as a principal variable. This analysis is significant in that per capita lottery expenditures
in Georgia are higher in low-income areas and in regions with greater concentrations of
minorities (Cornwall and Mustard, 2001). This study examines the distributional equity of the
HOPE Scholarship by comparing the award receipts of postsecondary students in Georgia along
several primary dimensions: income, racial and ethnic group membership, immigrant
generational status, and first generation college student status.
First, this research examines the characteristics of postsecondary students in Georgia;
these outcomes are then compared among two groups: those who received HOPE Scholarship
funding (scholarship group) and those who did not receive HOPE Scholarship funding (nonscholarship group). This research then explores demographic and socioeconomic trends among
postsecondary students by school and institution characteristics.
The criteria of access (or distributional equity) affords a structure to study the distribution
of the HOPE Scholarship. If disparities in the scholarship are found to exist, the access structure
then guides the analysis to ask whether the inequities are designed to equalize opportunities or
provide greater resources to disadvantaged or underrepresented groups. The distributional equity
criteria seek to uncover whether unequal results stem from a policy designed to aid those who
have been historically marginalized or whether the policy is adversely neglecting those groups.
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Research Questions
The primary research question under study is: How equitable is the HOPE Scholarship?
This question is approached by examining how the scholarship recipients compare to a
representative sample of postsecondary students in the state and by examining the differences in
individual award amounts by demographic and socioeconomic characteristics. The central study
questions are:
1. Are HOPE Scholarship recipients representative of the population of postsecondary
students in the state?
2. What demographic factors influence the likelihood of a postsecondary student in
Georgia receiving the HOPE Scholarship?
3. Of those who have received HOPE, do demographic and socioeconomic factors
influence the amount of HOPE Scholarship awarded to an individual (income, racial
and ethnic group membership, immigrant generational status, and first generation
college student status)?
Study Focus Areas
This study examines how HOPE Scholarship awards may differ among individuals based
on income, racial and ethnic group membership, immigrant generational status, and first
generation college student status, and the Carnegie classification of institution. Educational
attainment over time has shifted along several demographics in the last half-century. In 1940, the
percentage of US adults between the ages of 25 and 29 who had completed four or more years of
college was 6 percent; by 1974, this had increased to 21 percent, and 27 percent in 1998. In
2015, 36 percent of adults in this age group had earned at least a bachelor’s degree” (Ma, Pender,
and Welch, 2016).
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The largest growth in educational attendance has been among women (Coley, 2001).
Since 1989, females passed males in college enrollments and this trend has continued to increase.
As of 2009, 41 percent of white women ages 25 to 29 held a bachelor’s degree while only 32
percent of white men ages 25 to 29 held a bachelor’s degree (NCES, 2010). “In 2009, 41 percent
of white women, 21 percent of black women, and 15 percent of Hispanic women between the
ages of 25 and 29 had bachelor’s degrees. The percentages with at least some college were 72
percent, 57 percent, and 41 percent, respectively” (National Center for Education Statistics, 2007
and 2010). The gender gap for postsecondary enrollment and completion for males has continued
to grow since the early 1990s (NCES, 2010). In this analysis, gender is included as a control
variable as the trend in female postsecondary attendance has continued to grow in the last several
decades.
Though educational attainment rates are increasing nationwide, postsecondary
completion rates and educational attainment patterns contrast significantly across socioeconomic
categories. Over 80 percent of students from the highest income quintile (above $100,010)
enrolled immediately in postsecondary schools upon high school graduation, as compared to 62
percent from middle income quintile ($37,000 to $60,300) and 58 percent of those from the
lowest income quintile (below $20,582). “Among students with similar high school math test
scores, college enrollment rates are higher for those from the highest socioeconomic status (SES)
quartile than for those from the lowest and middle SES quartiles” (Ma, Pender, and Welch,
2016). For this study, income is included as a primary independent variable.
The literature also provides support for differences in degree attainment among first
generation college students. The percentage of high school students whose parents have a high
school diploma and attend college immediately after graduating high school is 54 percent as
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compared to 83 percent of students whose parent has a college degree (MDC, 2004). This impact
can also be seen in regards to post-graduate degree attainment. About 23 percent of first
generation college students ultimately obtain a degree, as compared to 55 percent of students
whose parents have a college degree or higher (Baum, Ma, & Payea, 2013). Additionally,
individuals who are more economically disadvantaged and individuals who are first generation
college students are more likely to attend an open enrollment institution, like a community
college or technical school (Baum and Payea, 2013). In this analysis, first generation college
student is included as a primary independent variable.
In a 2013 study of community college students, researchers found that 37 percent of
students did not complete the necessary forms to apply for federal student aid. These scholars
also found that independent students with dependents were the least likely group to apply for
federal aid. “Among dependent students, application rates declined as family income levels
increased, but 15 percent of students from the lowest family income quartile and 29 percent from
the second quartile, most of whom would likely be eligible for federal grant aid, did not apply”
(Baime and Baum, 2016). Given the historical relationship between income, type of institutions
students with lower incomes enroll, and lack of educational attainment, dependency status is
included as a control variable and type of institution is included as an independent variable in
this analysis.
Differences in postsecondary enrollment and degree attainment is spread widely across
demographic groups (College Board, 2016). Though the gaps in college enrollments for Hispanic
and black high school graduates have narrowed over time, the achievement gap is still wide.
Black high school graduates lag behind their white peers by 8 percentage points and Hispanic
high school graduates by 5 percent (National Center for Education Statistics, 2007 and 2010).
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The percentage of black men ages 25 to 29 with bachelor’s degrees increased from 12 percent in
1989 to 13 percent in 1999 to 18 percent in 2009; the percentage of black men ages 25 to 29 with
some college increased from 34 percent in 1989 to 45 percent in 1999, but remained at 45
percent in 2009. As race has historically been correlated with education, it is included as a
primary independent variable in this analysis.
As of 2009, “more than 70 million people in the United States were immigrants or the
children of immigrants” (Gonzales, 2009). In their study using Current Population Survey data,
Chiswick and DebBurman (2004) found that first generation immigrants in the United States
tend to attain fewer years of schooling compared to native-born students. They also found that
gender difference in educational attainment is greatest among the foreign born. “Nearly 40
percent of undocumented children live below the federal poverty level (compared to 17 percent
of native-born children), while the average income of undocumented immigrant families is 40
percent lower than that of either native-born families or legal immigrant families” (Passel, 2005).
Despite their ability to receive free public primary and secondary education, once these
students reach higher education, they are largely on their own. "Given the socioeconomic profile
of most immigrant families, the cost of college is daunting if not prohibitive for undocumented
students" (Gonzalez, 2009). In this analysis, immigrant generational status is included as a
primary independent variable. Though college attendance and completion rates in the U.S. have
increased over time, patterns of enrollments continue to vary widely along demographics and
socioeconomic status. This research examines individuals enrolled in postsecondary education in
the State of Georgia to see if patterns emerge relative to HOPE Scholarship recipients.
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Study Data
Previous research conducted on Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship has not examined
individual scholarship recipients in comparison to a broader sample of undergraduates in the
state to examine patterns and equity. Additionally, the responsible state agency that administers
the HOPE Scholarship does not provide individual or aggregate demographic or socioeconomic
data on scholarship recipients.
The research utilizes one secondary data set, the National Postsecondary Student Aid
Study, which is a study conducted by the National Center for Education Statistics (NCES) at the
Institute of Education Sciences (IES). IES is a federal division that administers the statistics,
research, and evaluation projects for the U.S. Department of Education. The National
Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS) is a nationally representative sample survey of
undergraduate and graduate students enrolled in institutions eligible to participate in federal
financial aid programs. “The primary purpose of NPSAS is to measure how students and their
families pay for postsecondary education” (NECS, 2013).
The National Postsecondary Student Aid Study (NPSAS) examines the
characteristics of students in postsecondary education in the United States, with
focus on how their education is financed. The purpose of NPSAS is to compile a
comprehensive research dataset, based on student-level records, on financial aid
provided by the federal government, the states, postsecondary institutions,
employers, and private agencies, along with student demographic and enrollment
data (NCES, 2016).
NPSAS data was originally collected to serve as “the primary source of information used to
inform public policy on such programs as the Pell grants and Stafford loans” (NCES, 2016).
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NPSAS helps satisfy the NCES directive to gather, examine, and publish statistics associated
with education. The NPSAS data comes from multiple sources, including: institutional records,
government databases, and student interviews and surveys.
Detailed data on participation in student financial aid programs are extracted from
institutional records. Data about family circumstances, demographics, education
and work experiences, and student expectations are collected from students
through a web-based multi-mode interview (self-administered and computerassisted telephone) (NCES, 2016).
The NPSAS was collected every three years between the 1986-87 academic year (NPSAS:87)
and 1995-96 academic year (NPSAS:96) and every four years beginning with NPSAS:96.
As this research utilizes a restricted used data file from the U.S. Department of
Education, there were a number of requirements that had to be met to gain access to the data,
including: institutional support sign-off and documentation approved, special office facilities
with restricted network capabilities to house and examine the data, and confidentiality and nondisclosure agreements from those handling the data.
This analysis uses the NPSAS 2007-08 restricted use data set to examine the factors that
influence individual scholarship awards. NPSAS:08 was selected for this analysis as the is the
most recent year of NPSAS that allowed for a representative examination of the State of Georgia.
The total number of postsecondary students sampled nationwide for NPSAS:08 was 127,700; the
sampled individuals in Georgia was 9,100 (or 7.12 percent of the total study sample). Within
Georgia, there were 8,700 undergraduate students sampled in NPSAS:08; these undergraduates
are the focus of this analysis.
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Sample Population
This study examines HOPE Scholarship recipients in comparison with the larger
undergraduate students sampled in the State of Georgia as part of NPSAS:08. This examination
includes 8,700 undergraduate students in Georgia during the 2007-08 academic year; graduate
students were not eligible for this award.
Table 3.1
Study Sample – All GA Undergraduate and HOPE Scholarship Recipients
Students

Frequency

Percent (%)*

Received the HOPE Scholarship

3,590

37.8

Did not receive the HOPE Scholarship

5,020

61.5

All Georgia Undergraduate Students**

8,700

100.0

*Weighted percentages reported; N = 8,700; n = 3,590.
** Missing data (100 cases or 0.7 percent)
Table 3.1 observes the frequency students received or did not receive the HOPE
Scholarship. Of the 8,700 undergraduate sampled in Georgia in the 2007-2008 academic year,
37.8 percent (weighted) received the HOPE Scholarship (3,590 individuals), while 61.5 percent
did not receive it. Most of the sample (5,020 individuals) did not receive the HOPE Scholarship.
Weighting
As required by IES data procedures, each students’ case is weighted according to the
corresponding weight variable provided by NPSAS (WTA000). This weighted variable corrects
for sampling error and non-response bias for the entire population of undergraduates. In
accordance with the allowable use of the NPSAS data, the license agreement does not permit the
elimination of outlier variables in analysis conducted with the data.
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Study Variables
In order to address the research hypotheses, the analysis treats gender, dependency status,
and age as control variables and income, racial and ethnic group membership, immigrant
generational status, first generation college student, and the Carnegie classification of a student’s
institution as the primary independent variables. By examining these variables, this research
examines the HOPE Scholarship program recipients from a social equity perspective. NPSAS is
a nationwide data set, but this research isolates those individuals within the State of Georgia. The
following two tables (Tables 3.2 and 3.3) detail the variables utilized for this study.
Independent and Control Study Variables
Table 3.2 lists the key independent variables, the level of measurement for the specific
variable (nominal, ordinal, interval, or ratio), and the NPSAS variable description. As a number
of the independent variables are categorical, dummy variables were created to allow for a linear
regression analysis.
Table 3.2
Independent and Control Study Variables
Variable

Measurement Level

Description and (NPSAS Variable)

Age at start of
postsecondary
education

Ratio (Continuous)

The age at which the student first enrolled in
postsecondary education.

Gender

Nominal
(Categorical)

Student's gender.

Ratio (Continuous)

Adjusted Gross Income - For dependent students;
and total income for independent students or
parents of dependent students.

Income

(AGEPSE)

(GENDER)

(CAGI)
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Variable

Measurement Level

Description and (NPSAS Variable)

LogIncome

Ratio (Continuous)

Logged Adjusted Gross Income – Calculated Log
of all individual’s CAGI + $1)
(Calculated from: CAGI)

Dependency status

Nominal
(Categorical)

Student's dependency status during the academic
year
(DEPEND)

Race

Nominal
(Categorical)

Student’s race (Hispanic or Latino origin; Asian;
Black or African American; American Indian or
Alaska Native; Native Hawaiian/other Pacific
Islander; Other; More than one race; and White)
(RAWHITE, RABLACK, HISPANIC,
RAASIAN, RAISLAND, RAOTHER)

First Generation
College Student

Nominal
(Categorical)

First generation – Parents have no college degree;
At least one parent has a college degree.
Calculated variable; dichotomous variable created
(Calculated from: PDADED and PMOMED)

Immigrant
generational status

Nominal
(Categorical)

First and second generation immigrant (at least
one parent foreign-born); Third generation
immigrant or higher (US- or foreign-born citizens
with US born parents); dichotomous variable
created
(Calculated from: IMMIGEN)

Carnegie
Classification
Baccalaureate
school of higher

Nominal
(Categorical)

Baccalaureate, Master's, and Research & Doctoral;
and Associate's, Special focus & other, Nondegree granting; dichotomous variable created
(Calculated from: CC2005C)

*Note: The Georgia NPSAS sample was only designed to be representative for undergraduates in
public 4-year, public 2-year, private not-for-profit 4-year, and for-profit degree-granting
institutions. The estimates for subcategories of institutions are based on small samples and
subject to large sampling error, so the standard errors should be carefully considered in any
analysis.
Dependent Study Variables
The HOPE Scholarship examined in this analysis is delivered through two programs, the
HOPE Scholarship and the HOPE Grant (hereafter referred to as the HOPE Scholarship). The
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HOPE Grant is a sub-program of the larger merit-based HOPE Scholarship and is for eligible
students seeking a technical certificate or diploma from a technical or accredited state institution;
both pay tuition, mandatory fees, and a provide a book allowance.
For this analysis, there are two primary dependent variables. The first, received or did not
receive the HOPE Scholarship (Received HOPE) is a dichotomies variable created by conducting
complex merges of multiple data files (see details on these variables below). The second is a
continuous variable that details the total amount of HOPE Scholarship received (HOPE Amount)
during the academic year. Table 3.3 describes the dependent study variable.
Table 3.3
Dependent Study Variables
Variable

Measurement Level

Description

Received HOPE

Dichotomous

Whether or not a study received the HOPE
Scholarship award; dichotomous variable created
(Calculated from: STAID01–STAID12,
C01STATE–C12STATE, CF01TYP–CF12TYP,
CF01NAME–CF12NAME)

HOPE Amount

Ratio (Continuous)

This is a calculated variable – includes the total
amount of HOPE Scholarship received during the
2007-08 academic year for those individuals who
received any HOPE (≥ $1).
(Calculated from: STAID01–STAID12,
C01STATE–C12STATE, CF01TYP–CF12TYP,
CF01NAME–CF12NAME)

Logged HOPE
Amount

Ratio (Continuous)

Logged HOPE Amount - Calculated natural log
for those individuals who received any HOPE (≥
$1).
(Calculated from: STAID01–STAID12,
C01STATE–C12STATE, CF01TYP–CF12TYP,
CF01NAME–CF12NAME)
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The preliminary examination of the HOPE Amount variable showed that the amount of
HOPE was not normally distributed. This violates one of the assumptions for OLS regression.
Therefore, a new variable was created, the Logged HOPE Amount. Figure 3.1 shows the
histograms for these two variables.
Figure 3.1
Histograms – HOPE Amount and Logged HOPE Amount

Figure 3.1 displays the distribution of the original HOPE Amount and the Logged HOPE
Amount variable along the normal curve. It is also apparent from the histogram that the new
logged variable has more relatively normal distribution. The corresponding skewness value for
the logged HOPE Amount improves from 0.903 to -0.234 with the logged variable.
Theoretical Approach
Non-need, merit-based scholarships for postsecondary education aim to increase college
access and attainment. The HOPE Scholarship is directed at broader policy goals that promote
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social equity. The HOPE Scholarship provides universal criteria that any student resident may
potentially qualify for, providing greater access to financing higher education within the state.
Social equity has been defined as “ . . . the fair, just, and equitable distribution of public services
and implementation of public policy; and the commitment to promote fairness, justice, and
equity in the formation of public policy” (Standing Panel on Social Equity in Governance, 2000).
To measure the impact and extent of social equity in public administration, the Standing Panel
developed four criteria to examine policies and procedures: Procedural fairness; Access
(distributional equity); Quality (process equity); and Outcomes. This study utilizes the criteria of
access, or distributional equity, which provides a framework by which to examine the benefits
distribution to determine if disparities to access in educational resources are present. If gaps are
found, the frame guides the assessment to then examine whether the distributional inequities are
designed to equalize opportunities or to provide greater resources to disadvantaged or
underrepresented groups. The access criteria seeks to uncover whether an unequal results stem
from a policy designed to aid those who have been historically marginalized or whether the
policy is adversely neglecting those groups.
Prior Research Limitations
Previous research conducted on Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship has not framed the analysis
within a social equity framework. Since the program began in 1993, the state agency responsible
for administering the HOPE Scholarship has not provided individual or aggregate demographic
or socioeconomic data on scholarship recipients. They do, however, report total HOPE dollars
received at the county level each academic year (GACollege411.org, 2014). Previous studies on
the scholarship have not examined how recipients compare to the population of postsecondary
students in the state, nor have studies examined how the awarding of the scholarship differs
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among individuals by racial/ethnic and socioeconomic characteristics. These research gaps can
be attributed to the shortage of available data at the individual level.
Research Hypotheses
The hypothesis for this research focuses on measuring the distributional equity of the
HOPE Scholarship program. The central hypothesis for this study is: The HOPE Scholarship is
distributed equitability (simple equality) if all students receive the same level and amount of
benefit, despite their demographic and socioeconomic characteristics. Table 3.4 below lists the
research question, the corresponding study and null hypothesis, the study variables, and the
methods of analysis. Each of the research hypotheses assumes relationship with the non-need,
merit-based, state funded HOPE Scholarship as the primary dependent variable.
Table 3.4
Study Questions, Research Hypotheses, and Outcome of Method
Research Hypothesis (H1)

Null Hypothesis (H0)

Method & Outcome

1. Are HOPE Scholarship recipients representative of the population of postsecondary
students in the state?
H11 – If HOPE Scholarship
recipients are not representative
of the population of
postsecondary students in the
state, then they will vary by
demographic and socioeconomic
factors.

H01 – If HOPE Scholarship
recipients are representative of
the population of postsecondary
students in the state, then they
will not vary by demographic and
socioeconomic factors.

Descriptive statistics

2. What demographic factors influence the likelihood of a postsecondary student in
Georgia receiving the HOPE Scholarship?
Controls: gender, dependency status, and age
H12A – Income level influences
the likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE.

H02A – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE by
income level.
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Logistic regression

Research Hypothesis (H1)

Null Hypothesis (H0)

Method & Outcome

H12B – Black or African
American group membership
influences the likelihood of a
postsecondary student receiving
HOPE.

H02B – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE by Black
or African American group
membership.

Logistic regression

H12C – Hispanic or Latino group
membership influences the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE.

H02C – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE by
Hispanic or Latino group
membership.

Logistic regression

H12D – Immigrant generational
status influences the likelihood of
a postsecondary student receiving
HOPE.

H02D – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE by
immigrant generational status.

Logistic regression

H12E – First generation college
student status influences the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE.

H02E – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE by first
generation college student status.

Logistic regression

H12F– Carnegie classification of
the student’s school influences
the likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE.

H02F – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE by the
Carnegie classification of the
student’s school.

Logistic regression

3. Of those who have received HOPE, do demographic and socioeconomic factors
influence the amount of HOPE Scholarship awarded to an individual?
Controls: gender, dependency status, and age
H13A – Income level influences
the amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives.

H03A – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives by income level.

OLS linear regression

H13B – Black or African
American group membership
influences the amount of HOPE
Scholarship funds a
postsecondary student receives.

H03B – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives by Black or African
American group membership.

OLS linear regression
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Research Hypothesis (H1)

Null Hypothesis (H0)

Method & Outcome

H13C – Hispanic or Latino group
membership influences the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives.

H03C – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives by Hispanic or Latino
group membership.

OLS linear regression

H13D – Immigrant generational
status influences the amount of
HOPE Scholarship funds a
postsecondary student receives.

H03D – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives by immigrant
generational status.

OLS linear regression

H13E – First generation college
student status influences the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives.

H03E – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives by first generation
college student status.

OLS linear regression

H13F – Carnegie classification of
the student’s school influences
the amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives.

H03F – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives by the Carnegie
classification of the student’s
school.

OLS linear regression

Description of Methods
This research observes the extent to which communities who financially support the
lottery, and thereby the HOPE Scholarship, also receive the educational scholarship benefits.
This research studies the characteristics of students who have received the HOPE Scholarship
and observes the distributional equity of the HOPE Scholarship by comparing the award receipts
of postsecondary students in Georgia along several primary dimensions: income, racial and
ethnic group membership, immigrant generational status, first generation college student, and the
Carnegie classification of institution. Given the variables available in these data sets, there are
several methods to analyze the research questions. The sections below detail the methods of
analysis for each set of research hypotheses as listed in Table 3.4 above. In addition, each
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students’ case was weighted according to the corresponding weight variable provided by
NPSAS. To conduct the data analysis, IBM SPSS version 24 for Windows was used to perform
the methods detailed below.
Method 1
This research begins by describing characteristics of Georgia’s postsecondary students
and HOPE Scholarship recipients. Initial data analysis includes an examination of descriptive
statistics and frequency distributions to obtain preliminary understanding of the NPSAS 2007-08
data set.
To examine the research hypothesis (H11: If HOPE Scholarship recipients are not
representative of the population of postsecondary students in the state, then they will vary by
demographic and socioeconomic factors), this research examines the descriptive statistics of the
data. Descriptive statistics are measures that provide various ways of describing or summarizing
data and can be displayed as raw scores (frequencies), percentages (frequency distributions),
measures of central tendency (mean, median, mode), and measures of dispersion (variance and
standard deviation). Descriptive statistics are utilized to examine the demographic characteristics
of the study population and to examine whether there are any differences among the population
of Georgia undergraduates and those individuals who received the HOPE Scholarship. This first
step is foundational to examine the distributional equity of the HOPE Scholarship.
In order to assess the relationship between the independent and the dependent variables,
this research conducted an OLS linear regression with all of the variables. After the correlations
were established to show the existence of a relationship, independent samples t-test were used to
consider whether the distributions of the nominal independent variables differ from one another
to justify their inclusion in the model.
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Method 2
To assess the extent to which these variables influence whether or not a student receives
the scholarship, this research uses logistic regression to examine whether demographics
influence the probability of receiving HOPE Scholarship funds.
To analyze the research hypothesis (H12: Demographic and socioeconomic factors
influence the likelihood of a postsecondary student in Georgia receiving the HOPE Scholarship),
this research uses logistic regression to estimate the probability of postsecondary students in
Georgia receiving the HOPE Scholarship as compared to postsecondary students who did not
receive the award. Logistic regression analysis, a generalized linear model, allows us to predict a
discrete outcome from a set of variables. For this analysis the dependent variable is Received
HOPE (receive or did not receive the HOPE Scholarship) and the independent variables are the
various demographic and socioeconomic variables (gender, dependency status, immigrant
generational status, racial and ethnic group membership, first generation college student, and the
Carnegie classification of institution.). This analysis not only examines the predictive variables,
but it also reveals the degree of influence of each variable.
Method 3
This first part of this research method ran correlations and independent sample t-tests to
examine the degree to which these demographic and socioeconomic variables influence the
amount of HOPE Scholarship funds a student receives. To analyze the research hypothesis (H13:
Demographic and socioeconomic factors influence the amount of HOPE Scholarship funds a
postsecondary student in Georgia receives), this research conducted an ordinary least squares
(OLS) regression to examine the extent to which the demographic factors influence the amount
of HOPE received. OLS regression model, a generalized linear model also known as the method
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of least squares, allows us to predict a discrete outcome from a set of variables. OLS explains
which factors (gender, dependency status, immigrant generational status, racial and ethnic group
membership, first generation college student, and the Carnegie classification of institution) have
an effect on the continuous dependent variable Logged HOPE Amount. Three models were
estimated in this analysis. The first model (base model) includes only the demographic and
socioeconomic variables. The second model included the variables from the base model, but also
included the three school related variables (first generation college student, independent, and
Carnegie baccalaureate or higher institution). Model 3 included the variables from the first two
models, but also included two new interaction variables. The description of Model 3 is below.
Log HOPE Amount = Constant + (β1* Age at start of postsecondary education) +
(β2* Logged Income Plus1) + (β3 * Female) + ( β4* First or Second Generation
Immigrant ) + (β5 * Race: Asian) + (β6* Race: Black or African American) + (β7
* Race: American Indian or Alaska Native) + (β8 * Race: Native Hawaiian/other
Pacific Islander) + (β9 * Race: Other) + (β10 * Race: Hispanic or Latino origin) +
(β11 * Independent) + (β12* First Generation College Student) + (β13* Carnegie
baccalaureate or higher institution) + (β14* INTFirstGen2Carg) + (β15*
INTFirstGen2Black)
Above, Table 3.4 details the methods of analysis for each of the research hypotheses. To
test for significant differences between the primary dependent variables and various independent
variables, descriptive statistics, logistic regression, and OLS linear regression was utilized to
examine how the HOPE Scholarship recipients compare to the population of postsecondary
students in the state.
Limitations of the Study
This research has a number of limitations, the first is the data used for this analysis is
almost 10 years old. Ideally, it would be most helpful to use more recent data. But this data is the
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most recent available that is representative at the state level for Georgia. However, the NPSAS
that is currently underway will be representative at the state level for all of the states.
Additionally, this analysis utilizes a secondary data set from the National Center for
Education Statistics. The most important limitation when using this type of data is the knowledge
that the information was not collected with the specific research questions for the secondary
analysis in mind. The questions asked by the original investigators may not reflect the research
questions of the secondary study (Thorne, 1994). The researcher is challenged to “shape the data
to match the new research questions, which may require an intensive process of understanding
the data set to be used, recoding variables, and changing research questions to match the data that
is available” (Elder, et al, 1993).
Additionally, the researcher has no control over the information contained in the data set
or how the variables were operationalized; also, the researcher may not be able to find
information on how all of the data was collected (Lumina Foundation, 2013). As secondary
analysis is, by definition, an analysis of data for purposes other than those for which the data
were originally collected, there may be a misfit between the data and the research questions
posed by the new investigator (Polit and Hungler, 1995).
A significant limitation to this study is this is an analysis of postsecondary students in the
state but this analysis does not compare high school graduates to postsecondary students. There
may be a number of individuals who are not captured by the NPSAS study because they fail to
enter into a postsecondary study. These individuals may include immigrants, those with lowincomes, and racial and ethnic minorities.
Another limitation to this study is the scope selected for analysis. This study is a crosssectional research design that examines one year of NPSAS data, 2007-08. This study does not
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examine postsecondary students in Georgia and HOPE recipients for any other year. This
limitation is significant in that the study cannot approximate distributions throughout the life of
the HOPE Scholarship.
Further, the provisions for the HOPE Scholarship were changed through legislation in
2012, but the impact to the HOPE Program did not take effect until after 2012. As a result, there
may be changes in the shape of HOPE recipients as compared to the population of postsecondary
students in the state after 2012; but that is beyond the scope of this analysis. This analysis
compares HOPE recipients at one cross section, the 2007-2008 academic year.
Implications
By examining the factors that influence individual scholarship awards, policy makers and
program administrators can improve programs that promote postsecondary educational
attainment for underrepresented populations. This study examines how scholarship recipients
compare to the population of postsecondary students in the State of Georgia and also examines
how the scholarship awards differ among individuals by demographic and socioeconomic
characteristics. By examining the factors that influence individual scholarship awards, policy
makers and program administrators can improve programs that promote postsecondary
educational attainment for underrepresented populations.
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Chapter IV: Analysis and Findings
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“Merely stating a problem is not enough: one must
convince others that the problem is real or that the
problem being cited is the real problem” (Birkland,
2001: 126).

Chapter Overview
This chapter examines the study sample population and provides a discussion of the data
analysis using the specified methodologies. It begins by describing the characteristics of the
sample, inspecting the study variables, and examining the assumptions for each statistical
technique. The chapter then tests each research hypothesis with the methods outlined in the
previous chapter. It concludes with a brief examination of the findings as they relate to each
study hypothesis.
Research Question 1: Are HOPE Scholarship recipients’ representative of the population
of postsecondary students in the state?
To examine the first research question this study begins by describing characteristics of
Georgia postsecondary students compared to HOPE Scholarship recipients. Table 4.1 studies the
distributions for the categorical variables of the sampled of undergraduate students in the state
and the HOPE Scholarship recipients.
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Table 4.1
Distributions of Categorical Variables for Georgia Undergraduates & HOPE Recipients
Georgia
HOPE
Undergrads Recipients
Variable
(%)
(%)
Gender
Female
60.1
64.1
Male
39.9
35.9
Dependent
49.8
52.2
Dependency
4
status
Independent
50.2
47.8
Immigrant
First and second generation immigrant (at
generational
least one parent foreign-born)
14.5
13.6
status*
Third generation immigrant or higher
84.8
86.3
*Missing data
0.8
0.2
Race/ Ethnicity
White
57.2
60.6
Black or African American
36.0
33.4
Asian
3.2
2.9
American Indian or Alaska Native
0.2
0.2
Native Hawaiian / other Pacific Islander
0.4
0.4
Other
0.8
0.5
More than one race
2.1
1.9
Hispanic or Latino origin
3.7
2.8
First Generation
First generation (parents do not have a
College Student
college degree)
64.9
66.1
At least one parent has a college degree
35.1
33.9
Carnegie-basic
Associate’s
44.6
60.4
classification
Research & Doctoral
14.9
15.6
collapsed
Master’s
25.4
17.6
Baccalaureate
9.2
5.4
Special focus & other
4.5
1.0
Not degree granting
1.3
0.0
Note: Weighted variables results reported.
8,700
3,590

4

Defined (NPSAS:08) as “all students were considered to be dependent unless they meet one of
the following criteria for independence (for federal financial aid purposes): 24 years old or older
on Dec. 31, 2007; enrolled in a graduate or professional program beyond a bachelor's degree;
married; orphan or ward of the court; have legal dependents other than a spouse; a veteran of the
U.S. Armed Forces; or, U.S. Armed Forces active duty. Students under 24 who do not meet any
of these conditions but were receiving no parental support may be classified as independent.”
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From the descriptive statistics we understand the average sampled undergraduate in
Georgia during the 2007-08 academic year was female, independent, third generation immigrant
or higher, white, a first-generation college student (neither parent has a college degree), attended
an associate-level institution (based on Carnegie classification), and did not receive the HOPE
Scholarship. In addition, the average HOPE Scholarship recipients was more likely to be female
than the typical undergraduate student in Georgia (64.1 percent and 60.1 percent comparatively).
HOPE recipients were more likely to be dependent than the typical Georgia undergraduate (52.2
percent and 49.8 percent comparatively) and were less likely to be first and second-generation
immigrants (13.6 percent and 14.5 percent comparatively). Those who received the HOPE
Scholarship were more likely to be white (60.6 percent) than the typical undergraduate student in
Georgia (57.2 percent). Additionally, the average the HOPE Scholarship recipient was more
likely to be a first generation college student, meaning the students’ parents do not have a college
degree, (66.1 percent), than the typical undergraduate student in Georgia (64.9 percent). A
greater percentage of both HOPE recipients than Georgia undergraduates were more likely to
have attended an associate-level institution than any other Carnegie classification. Further, a
much larger percentage of HOPE Scholarship recipient attended an associate-classified school
compared to undergraduate students in Georgia (60.4 and 44.6 percent, respectively).
This preliminary examination of variable frequencies illustrates that the sample
population of undergraduate students in Georgia appear to vary slightly on average from the
subset of HOPE Scholarship recipients in each of the primary dimensions: income, racial and
ethnic group membership, immigrant generational status, first generation college student status,
and the Carnegie classification of institution attend. Table 4.2 below compares the sample
population with the HOPE Scholarship recipients along the continuous variables in the analysis.

91

Table 4.2
Descriptive Statistics (Continuous) – Georgia Undergraduates & HOPE Recipients
N

Minimum

Maximum

Mean

Std. Dev

Sample Population (Georgia Undergraduates)
Age at start of
postsecondary education

514,418

14

76

20.67

5.586

Adjusted Gross Income

514,418

0

450,000

50,432.61

54,534.223

HOPE Scholarship Recipients
Age at start of
postsecondary education

194,466

14

73

21.48

6.791

Adjusted Gross Income

194,466

0

450,000

53,809.49

56,578.136

HOPE Amount
194,466
4.79
9.15
Note: Weighted variables results reported; N = 8,700; n = 3,590.

7.35

0.900

On average, the HOPE Scholarship recipients had higher incomes and were slightly older
than the typical undergraduate student in the state. Table 4.2 provides a comparison of the
sample population of undergraduate students in Georgia and HOPE Scholarship recipients by age
at start of postsecondary education and adjusted gross income. HOPE Scholarship recipients had,
on average, $53,809 in income versus the total sample population mean of $50,432 – a difference
of $3,377. In addition, the mean age of a HOPE recipient starting postsecondary education was
21.48 years old, versus the entire sample population who started school on average at 20.67 years
old – a difference of 0.8 years.
As detailed above, the descriptive statistics of the undergraduate students and the HOPE
Scholarship recipients show differences in the average distributions of the categorical and
continuous independent variables between those who received the HOPE Scholarship and the
general undergraduate population. To ascertain whether the differences between HOPE
recipients and non-HOPE recipients are statistically significant on key variables two types of
tests were examined in detail, chi-square and t-tests.
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First, chi-square tests were examined between the dichotomous dependent variable,
Received HOPE, and each dichotomous independent variable. The chi-square analysis served as
an initial test of the significance of the relationship between these study variables. Table 4.3
below outlines relationships between the independent variables and the dependent categorical
variable in the analysis.
Table 4.3
Chi-Square Cross Tabs (Received HOPE)
Chi-Square
Value
Gender (Female)

Coefficient

2087.866***

.064

Dependency status (Independent)

792.699***

-.039

First or Second Generation Immigrant

321.224***

-.025

White

2139.197***

.065

Asian

155.106***

-.017

1790.403***

-.059

111.751***

-.015

10.298***

-.005

Race (other)

194.546***

-.020

Hispanic or Latino

680.326***

-.037

First Generation College Student

126.401***

.016

Carnegie Classification Baccalaureate school of higher
14956.945***
*** ρ < 0.01; Note: Weighted variables results reported; N = 8,700.

-.171

Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander

These chi-square results indicate a statistically significant difference between those that
received HOPE and those that did not, for each of the nominal dichotomous variables. For most
of the independent study variables, the relationship was very small or small, but statistically
significant (ρ < .0005). The significance of the difference between those that received HOPE and
those that did not on each independent variable justifies its inclusion in the regression model.
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T-test were examined to test for statistically significant differences in the means for the
continuous independent variables, age at start of postsecondary education and income. Table 4.4
provides the results of these tests.
Table 4.4
Independent Samples T-Test (Received HOPE)
Received HOPE
Age at start of

Equal variances assumed

postsecondary

Equal variances not

education

assumed

Logged

Equal variances assumed

Income

Equal variances not

(Plus1)

assumed

81.504

510800

Sig. (2tailed)
.000

74.688

306170

.000

38.688

510800

.000

39.617

442650

.000

F
19432.7***

1059.8***

t

df

* ρ < 0.10; ** ρ < 0.05; *** ρ < 0.01; Note: Weighted variables results reported; N = 8,700.
The t-tests results (Table 4.4) for the two continuous independent were statistically
significant. The value age at start of postsecondary education was significant at a α = 0.05, and
indicates a meaningful difference in the average age for those who received HOPE and those
who did not receive HOPE. Additionally, logged income was statistically significant (α = 0.05).
The results for the continuous independent variables indicate a statistically significant difference
between individuals who received HOPE and those who did not.
The first research question in this study asks whether HOPE Scholarship recipients are
representative of the sampled population of postsecondary students in the state. Given the
information examined in the above analysis, it is appropriate to reject the H01 null hypothesis:
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Reject H01 – If HOPE Scholarship recipients are representative of the population
of postsecondary students in the state, then they will not vary by demographic and
socioeconomic factors.
Though the preliminary examination of descriptive statistics (Tables 4.1 and 4.2) showed minor
differences between the sample population of postsecondary students in the state and HOPE
Scholarship recipients, the chi-square analysis showed significant differences between the
dichotomous variables and Received HOPE and the t-tests showed statistically significant
differences among the continuous independent study variables and the dependent variable
(Tables 4.3 and 4.4).
This initial analysis concludes that HOPE Scholarship recipients are not representative of
the sample population of postsecondary students in the state. There are statistically significant
differences in the independent variables of the sample population of undergraduate students and
those individuals who received the HOPE Scholarship during the 2007-08 academic year. This
introductory examination provides the justification that further analysis is needed to assess the
impact of each variable on probability of receiving the Scholarship, and for those that do receive
HOPE, the factors that impact the amount received.
Research Question 2: What demographic factors influence the likelihood of a
postsecondary student in Georgia receiving the HOPE Scholarship?
To evaluate whether these variables influence if a student receives the scholarship, this
research used logistic regression to examine how demographic and socioeconomic factors
influence the likelihood of a student receiving the HOPE Scholarship. Logistic regression was
the most appropriate measure to examine factors that impact the categorical dependent variable,
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Received HOPE, as it tests the predictive power of the demographic and socioeconomic
variables and the relative influence of each on the dependent variable.
Two models were examined to test the H12 research hypothesis. The base model (Model
1) included the demographic and socioeconomic variables. Model 2 included the variables from
the Model 1, but also included the three school related factors (first generation college student,
independent, and Carnegie baccalaureate or higher institution). Table 4.5 below displays the
output from this procedure.
Table 4.5
Logistic Model – No Predictor Variables Included
β
Step 0

Constant

S.E.

-.477*** (.003)

Wald
27216.667

Exp(β)
.621

Note: Weighted variables results reported; N = 8,700.
The model classification table containing only the constant correctly classifies 62.1
percent of the cases of the independent variables. The Omnibus Tests of Model Coefficients
(goodness of fit) gives an overall understanding of how well the model performed over and
above the model results with only the constant included.
Model 1 containing ten factors was significant, χ2 (10, N = 489,280) = 13396.388, ρ <
.0005. The model summary provides an indication of the amount of variation in the dependent
variable (Received HOPE) explained by Model 1; between 2.6 percent (Cox and Snell) 3.5
percent (Nagelkerke) of the variability was explained by the inclusion of the demographic and
socioeconomic variables (income, age at start of postsecondary education, gender, race and
ethnicity, and generational immigrant status). Model 1 was statistically significant at ρ < .0005.
Including the demographic predictor variables increased the percent of variation explained to
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63.1 percent of the cases predicted correctly from 62.1, and improvement of 1 percent. Table 4.6
display the detailed results of the logistic regression results of the two models.
Of the demographic and socioeconomic variables included in Model 1, all are statistically
significant (ρ < 0.05). Three variables (logged income, age at start of postsecondary education,
and female) had a positive impact, they increased the likelihood of a person receiving the HOPE
Scholarship. First and second generation immigrant and all of the race variables had a negative
impact and decreased the likelihood of a person receiving HOPE.
Table 4.6
Logistic Regression Results – Model 1 and Model 2
Model 1: Demographic
and SES variables
β
Constant

S.E.

-1.888 (0.02)***

Odds
Ratio
0.151

Model 2: Base model
and school related variables
β

S.E.

Odds
Ratio

-1.233 (0.021)*** 0.291

Logged Income

0.048 (0.001)*** 1.049

0.039 (0.002)***

Age at start of postsecondary
education

0.044 (0.001)*** 1.045

0.047 (0.001)*** 1.048

Female

0.276 (0.006)*** 1.318

0.299 (0.006)*** 1.348

0.892

-0.125 (0.01)***

1.04

First and Second Generation
Immigrant

-0.114 (0.01)***

Race: Asian

-0.058 (0.018)*** 0.943

Race: Black or African American

-0.309 (0.006)*** 0.734

-0.314 (0.007)***

0.73

Race: American Indian or Alaska
Native

-0.306 (0.026)*** 0.736

-0.287 (0.027)***

0.75

Race: Native Hawaiian/other
Pacific Islander

-0.069 (0.033)**

0.933

-0.096 (0.03)***

0.908

Race: Other

-0.307 (0.039)*** 0.736

-0.208 (0.04)***

0.813

Race: Hispanic or Latino origin

-0.299 (0.018)*** 0.741

-0.302 (0.019)*** 0.739

0.002 (0.018)

0.883
1.002

Independent

-0.478 (0.007)***

First Generation College Student

-0.058 (0.007)*** 0.944
97

0.62

Carnegie Baccalaureate or Higher
Institution

-0.774 (0.006)*** 0.461

* ρ < 0.10; ** ρ < 0.05; *** ρ < 0.01; Note: Weighted variables results reported.
N = 8,700
Cox & Snell R Square

.026

.062

Nagelkerke R Square

.035

.082

Controls: Male, Race White, non-Hispanic or Latino, Third Generation and Above Immigrant,
Dependent, non-First Generation College Student, and Carnegie below Baccalaureate Institution

As shown in Table 4.6 above, the variable Logged Income has an odds ratio of 1.049.
This indicates each additional unit of logged income increases the likelihood of a student
receiving HOPE by 1.049 times. This too was a similar pattern for age at start of postsecondary
education. For every year older at the start of postsecondary education, a student was 1.045 times
more likely to receive the HOPE Scholarship than their younger counterparts. Females were
1.318 times more likely to receive the scholarship than males.
Conversely, being a first or second-generation immigrant decreases the likelihood of
receiving HOPE as compared to third generation or higher individuals. Here the odds ratio is less
than one, so each result must be inverted to be interpreted. Racial minorities and Hispanics or
Latinos have a reduced likelihood of receiving HOPE as compared to being white. Third
generation or higher immigrants are 1.21 times more likely to receive HOPE. than first or second
generation immigrants. Students who are white are 1.06 times more likely than Asians to receive
HOPE. White students are 1.36 more likely than black of African Americans to receive HOPE.
White students are also 1.36 more likely than American Indian or Alaska Native to receive
HOPE. Students who white, as compared to Hispanic or Latino origin, are 1.34 times more likely
to receive the scholarship. Given the information examined in the above analysis, it is evident
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that demographic and socioeconomic factors impact the likelihood of whether a student receives
the HOPE Scholarship.
Model 2 containing thirteen factors was also significant at a χ2 (13, N = 489,280) =
31583.156, ρ < .0005. This model is an improvement over the base model. The model summary
suggests that between 6.1 percent and 8.2 percent of the variability was explained by the
inclusion of all of the independent variables and the classification table containing only the
constant correctly classifies 61.7 percent of the cases of the independent variables. Table 4.6
(above) provides the output of the logistic regression model containing all of the independent
variables.
Of the factors included in Model 2, twelve are statistically significant and therefore
contribute to the predictive ability of the model. One variable, Asian, does not contribute
significantly to the model. In Model 2, three variables (logged income, age at start of
postsecondary education, and female) have a positive impact, this too was the result of Model 1.
In Model 2, the other demographic and socioeconomic variables (first and second generation
immigrant and the race and ethnicity variables) have a negative impact.
The new variables to Model 2 (independent, first generation college student, and
Carnegie baccalaureate or higher institution) have a negative impact on the likelihood of
receiving the HOPE Scholarship. Dependent students are 1.61 times more likely than
independent students to receive HOPE. Students who are not first generation college students are
1.06 times more likely to receive HOPE than first generation college students, and students who
did not attended a Carnegie baccalaureate or higher institution are 2.17 times more likely to
receive HOPE than those students who attended a Carnegie baccalaureate or higher institution.
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The above analysis show that demographic and socioeconomic factors and the school factors do
impact the likelihood of whether student receives the HOPE Scholarship.
The findings from the logistic regression analysis align with the literature. Several factors
examined here are known to influence the likelihood of an individual enrolling and persisting in
postsecondary education (racial minorities, immigrant status, and income). This analysis
provides support for the claim that demographic and socioeconomic factors influence the
likelihood of receiving the HOPE Scholarship program. It was appropriate, therefore, to reject
the H02 null hypothesis.
Reject H02 – There is no impact on the likelihood of a postsecondary student
receiving HOPE by demographic and socioeconomic factors.
The results from this analysis could indicate that these statistically significant differences
between minorities and non-minorities enrolled in college indicated inequities of scholarship
recipients by race and ethnicity.
Research Question 3: Of those who have received HOPE, do demographic and
socioeconomic factors influence the amount of HOPE Scholarship awarded to an
individual?
In the previous questions, the study population was the full sample of 8,700
undergraduates in the state. For this final research question, it is appropriate to only examine
those 3,590 individuals who actually received the HOPE Scholarship. In order to assess the
relationship between the independent and the continuous dependent variables, OLS linear
regression was used to assess the impact of the demographic and socioeconomic variables on the
amount of HOPE Scholarship received (HOPE Amount). Before this final question can be
analyzed, there are number of assumptions that must be satisfied for OLS linear regression. The
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assumptions of a linear relationship, no multicollinearity, autocorrelation, or homoscedastic data
distribution were examined and met. There were no VIF measures higher than 10 for any
variables, indicating no major issues of multicollinearity. However, the assumption that the
dependent variable distribution must be normally distribution was. This variable was transformed
to the natural log (Logged HOPE Amount); the new, logged variable was normally distribution
(see the methodology chapter for histograms and discussion).
To analyze the research hypothesis, H13: Demographic and socioeconomic factors
influence the amount of HOPE Scholarship funds a postsecondary student in Georgia receives,
this research uses ordinary least squares (OLS) regression to examine the extent that the
demographic factors influence the amount of HOPE received. For this analysis, only those
individuals who received the HOPE Scholarship were included in the analysis.
Three models were examined to test the H13 research hypothesis. The base model (Model
1) included the demographic and socioeconomic variables. Model 2 included the variables from
the Model 1, but also included the three school related factors (first generation college student,
independent, and Carnegie baccalaureate or higher institution). Model 3 included the variables
from the first two models, but also included two interaction variables.
The first step in examining the final research question was to establish that there are
statistically significant differences including the amount of HOPE Scholarship received across
the categories for each independent variable. Table 4.7 displays the results of t-tests.
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Table 4.7
Independent Samples T-Test
Logged HOPE Amount
Gender

F

Equal variances assumed

17.768***

t

df

-14.158

194460

-14.178

145540

2326.165*** -265.608

194460

-267.131

194260

39.049

194110

40.39

35320

41.69

194460

44.561

7040

-102.91

194460

-103.988

132580

4.882

194460

5.535

2330

11.163

194460

12.945

1561.770

1.851

194460

2.122

1090

20.372

194460

22.181

5850

1263.394*** -136.194

194460

-132.856

126070

6770.203***

451.289

194460

Equal variances not assumed
*** ρ < 0.01; Note: Weighted variables results reported; n = 3,590.

471.684

182410

Equal variances not assumed
Dependency
status

Equal variances assumed

First or Second
Gen Immigrant

Equal variances assumed

Asian

Equal variances assumed

Equal variances not assumed
108.733***

Equal variances not assumed
89.725***

Equal variances not assumed
Black or African
American

Equal variances assumed

American Indian
or Alaska Native

Equal variances assumed

Native
Hawaiian/other
Pacific Islander

Equal variances assumed

Race (other)

Equal variances assumed

581.863***

Equal variances not assumed
47.668***

Equal variances not assumed
22.754***

Equal variances not assumed
40.753***

Equal variances not assumed
Hispanic or
Latino

Equal variances assumed

217.588***

First Generation
College Student

Equal variances assumed

Carnegie
Baccalaureate or
Higher Institution

Equal variances assumed

Equal variances not assumed
Equal variances not assumed

For each of these variables, the significance level of Leven’s tests was p ≤ 0.05, meaning
that the two groups categories are not the same. Therefore, the second SPSS calculated measure,
equal variances not assumed, was examined. The value of significance of gender was .000,
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which was significant at a α = 0.01. This indicates there are significant differences in the average
HOPE Scholarship received for males and females. This was the case for each of the independent
variables examined above. There was a statistically significant differences in the amount of
HOPE Scholarship received for: gender, dependency status, first or second generation
immigrant, race and ethnicity categories, first generation college student, and Carnegie
baccalaureate or higher institution.
Three models were examined to test the H13 research hypothesis. Table 4.8 provides the
model summaries for the OLS regressions.
Table 4.8
OLS Linear Regression – Model Summary
Model Summary
Model

R

R

Model 1 – Base Model
(Demographic and
.384a
Socioeconomic variables)
Model 2 - Demographic,
Socioeconomic, and School
.741b
variables
Model 3 – Demographic,
Socioeconomic, School, and Two
.744a
interaction variables
Note: Weighted variables results reported; n = 3,590.

2

2

Adjusted R

Std. Error of the
Estimate

.148

.148

.83096

.549

.549

.60426

.553

.553

.60187

Table 4.8 above displays the output from this procedure. The demographic and
socioeconomic variables alone only explain 14.8 percent of the variance in HOPE Amount.
Model 2 includes both the base model variables, plus the school related variables (first
generation college student, independent, and Carnegie baccalaureate or higher institution).
Model 2 has much more power and explains 54.9 percent of the variance in Logged HOPE
Amount. The third model includes the variables from the second model, but also includes two
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interaction variables (Interaction between first generation college student and Carnegie
baccalaureate or higher institution; and interaction variable between first generation college
student and black or African American). The final model explains 55.3 percent of the variance in
Logged HOPE Amount. Table 4.9 below examines the statistical significance of these three
models.
Table 4.9
OLS Linear Regression – ANOVA
Model
1

2

Sum of Squares

Regression

Mean Square

23205.895

10

2320.589

Residual

134021.193

194096

.690

Total

157227.088

194106

Regression

86359.004

13

6643.000

Residual

70868.084

194093

.365

157227.088

194106

Regression

86917.769

15

5794.518

Residual

70309.319

194091

.362

Total
3

df

F
3360.785***

18193.774***

15995.917***

Total
157227.088
194106
*** ρ < 0.01; Note: Weighted variables results reported; n = 3,590.
Each of these models are statistically significant (p<.0005). The F-test examines if all of
the parameters tests are zero, and each of these F statistics are larger than one. Here the large F
statistics and small p-values indicate good fit of the models. Table 4.10 shows the coefficients
for the independent variables and examines how well each contribute to the model equations.
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Table 4.10
OLS Regression for Logged HOPE Amount – Coefficients

(Constant)

Model 3: All
variables and
interaction
variables
7.455 (.012)*** 7.192 (.009)*** 7.186 (.010)***

Age at start of postsecondary education

-.033 (.000)***

-.001 (.000)***

-.001 (.000)***

.066 (.001)***

-.003 (.001)***

-.003 (.001)***

-.019 (.003)***

-.016 (.003)***

Model 1:
Model 2: Base
Demographic and model and school
SES variables related variables

Logged Income
Female

-.008 (.004)**

First or Second Generation Immigrant

.115 (.007)***

.051 (.005)***

.055 (.005)***

Asian

.227 (.012)***

.107 (.009)***

.102 (.009)***

-.303 (.004)***

-.067 (.003)***

-.235 (.006)***

American Indian or Alaska Native

.154 (.018)***

.078 (.013)***

.077 (.013)***

Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander

.095 (.022)***

.034 (.016)**

.040 (.016)**

.026 (.020)

.031 (.020)

.089 (.009)***

.080 (.009)***

Independent

-.355 (.004)***

-.347 (.004)***

First Generation College Student

-.052 (.003)***

-.058 (.005)***

Carnegie Bac. or Higher Institution

1.099 (.003)*** 1.166 (.005)***

Black or African American

Other

-.199 (.028)***

Hispanic or Latino origin

.192 (.013)***

INTFirstGen2Carg

-.103 (.006)***

INTFirstGen2Black

.222 (.007)***

n = 3,590
R2
.148
.549
.553
Comparison variables: Male, White, non-Hispanic or Latino, Third Generation and Above
Immigrant, Dependent, non-First Generation College Student, and Carnegie below Baccalaureate
Institution
** ρ < 0.05 *** ρ < 0.01; Note: Weighted variables results reported; n = 3,590.
Table 4.10 examines the coefficients for each of the independent variables. From the
significance column of the Model 1 we understand that all of the variables made a statistically
significant contribution (ρ < 0.05) to the equation: Age at start of postsecondary education,
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Logged Income, Female, First or second generation immigrant, Asian, Black or African
American, American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander, Race
Other, and Hispanic or Latino origin (ρ < 0.01). However, as these beta values are the logged
value of HOPE Amount, each coefficient must be converted using the equation: %∆y = 100 ⸱ (eβ¹
˗ 1). This transformation allows the coefficients to be interpreted in terms of the percent change
in the dependent variable. Table 4.11 details the transformed values for the OLS models.
Table 4.11
OLS Regression for Logged HOPE Amount – Transformed Coefficients

(Constant)
Age at start of postsecondary education
Logged Income

Model 1:
Model 2: Base
Model 3: w/
Demographic and model and school
interaction
SES variables related variables
variables
172748 (.012)*** 132775 (.009)*** 131980 (.010)***
-3.25 (.000)***

-0.10 (.000)***

-0.10 (.000)***

6.82 (.001)***

-0.30 (.001)***

-0.30 (.001)***

Female

-0.80 (.004)**

-1.88 (.003)***

-1.59 (.003)***

First or Second Generation Immigrant

12.19 (.007)***

5.23 (.005)***

5.65 (.005)***

Asian

25.48 (.012)*** 11.29 (.009)*** 10.74 (.009)***

Black or African American
American Indian or Alaska Native
Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander
Other
Hispanic or Latino origin

-26.14 (.004)***

-6.48 (.003)*** -20.94 (.006)***

16.65 (.018)***

8.11 (.013)***

8.00 (.013)***

9.97 (.022)***

3.46 (.016)**

4.08 (.016)**

2.63 (.020)

3.15 (.020)

9.31 (.009)***

8.33 (.009)***

-18.05 (.028)***
21.17 (.013)***

Independent

-29.88 (.004)*** -29.32 (.004)***

First Generation College Student

-5.07 (.003)***

Carnegie Bac. or Higher Institution

-5.64 (.005)***

200.12 (.003)*** 220.91 (.005)***

INTFirstGen2Carg

-9.79 (.006)***

INTFirstGen2Black

24.86 (.007)***

n = 3,590
R2
.148
.549
** ρ < 0.05 *** ρ < 0.01; Note: Weighted variables results reported; n = 3,590.
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.553

Each of these variables represent a unique contribution to the model, when the
overlapping effects of all other factors are statistically removed. Model 1 indicates that
demographic and socioeconomic variables alone have limited explanatory impact on the amount
of HOPE received (R2 = .148). While all variables have some impact in the base model, being
black or African American rather than white decreases the HOPE amount by 26.14 percent, and
being other race rather than white decreases it by 18.05 percent.
For Model 1, age at start of postsecondary education (β = -3.25. ρ < 0.01) and female (β
= -.80, ρ < 0.05) were both negative, being female as compared to male decreases the HOPE
amount by .80 percent and for each year older at start of postsecondary education decreases the
HOPE amount by 3.25 percent. In the base model, logged income (β = 6.82) has a positive
impact on the amount of HOPE received; for every unit increase in logged income, the amount
of HOPE increases by 6.82 percent.
In Model 2 the school related variables are considered and the impact of these beta value
was different. While they are still negative, being female as compared to male decreases the
HOPE amount by 1.88 percent and being one year older decreases the HOPE amount by .10
percent (ρ < 0.01). In Model 2, the impact of logged income changed direction and for every unit
increase in logged income, the amount of HOPE decreases by .30 percent. In Model 1, being a
first or second generation immigrant has a positive impact on HOPE amount (12.19 percent).
Model 2 indicates that the school related variables are powerful in explaining the amount
of HOPE awarded to an individual. The second model has much higher R2 value than the base
model, increasing from explaining 14.8 percent of the variance to explaining 54.9 of the variance
in HOPE Amount. This second model includes both the demographic and socioeconomic
variables and the education related variables (First Generation College Student, Independent, and
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Carnegie baccalaureate or higher institution). In Model 2 each of the variables makes a
statistically significant contribution to the equation. Attendance at a Carnegie classified
baccalaureate or higher institution as compared lower institutions increases the amount by
200.12 percent in Model 2 and 220.91 in Model 3, holding all other variables constant. This
finding is expected as the price of attendance at a baccalaureate or higher institution is more than
at associate and special focus institutions. The next most impactful factor is dependency; being
independent rather than dependent decreases the amount of HOPE by 29.88 percent.
Surprisingly, logged income had very little impact on the model.
Model 3 has the most explanatory power than the earlier models (R2 = 55.3 percent). This
final model keeps all of the Model 2 variables and adds to its two interaction terms, the
interaction between First Generation College Student and Carnegie baccalaureate or higher
institution; and the Interaction between First Generation College Student and black or African
American. These two interaction variables were created and included to further examine the
relationship between being a first generation college student and attendance at a Carnegie
baccalaureate or higher institution. The coefficient for this interaction variable
(INTFirstGen2Carg) decreases HOPE amount by 9.79 percent (ρ < 0.01), holding all other
variables constant. The original coefficients for both first generation college student and
attendance at a Carnegie baccalaureate or higher institution in Model 3 are positive, but once
interacted, this impact decreases. This can be interpreted as the impact of being a first generation
college student on HOPE amount was different between those attending Carnegie baccalaureate
or higher institution and not. Additionally, an interaction variable was created for first generation
college student and black or African American. In Model 3, the original coefficients for first
generation college student was 5.65 and black or African American -20.94 (ρ < 0.01). The
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coefficient for the interaction variable (INTFirstGen2Black) between being a first generation
college student and black or African American increases HOPE Amount by 24.86 percent,
holding all other variables constant. This can be interpreted as the impact of being black on
HOPE Amount was different between first generation college students and non-first generation
college students. There are more HOPE dollars being dispersed to black and first generation
college students. This combined with the negative coefficients alone can be interpreted as while
being black decreases the HOPE amount for first generation college students more than non-first
generation college students. Given the information examined in the OLS regression it was
appropriate to reject the H03 null hypothesis.
Reject H03 – There is no impact in the amount of HOPE Scholarship funds a
postsecondary student receives by demographic and socioeconomic
characteristics.
Research Findings
The primary research question under study is: How equitable is the HOPE Scholarship?
This question was approached by examining how the scholarship recipients compare with a
representative sample of postsecondary students in the state and differences in individual award
amounts by demographic and socioeconomic characteristics. Table 4.12 below details each of the
study hypothesis and summarized findings.
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Table 4.12
Study Questions, Research Hypotheses, and Outcome of Method
Research Hypothesis (H1)

Null Hypothesis (H0)

Method & Outcome

1. Are HOPE Scholarship recipients representative of the population of postsecondary
students in the state?
H11 – If HOPE Scholarship
recipients are not representative
of the population of
postsecondary students in the
state, then they will vary by
demographic and socioeconomic
factors.

H01 – If HOPE Scholarship
recipients are representative of
the population of postsecondary
students in the state, then they
will not vary by demographic and
socioeconomic factors.

Descriptive statistics
--Reject the Null
Hypothesis H01

2. What demographic factors influence the likelihood of a postsecondary student in
Georgia receiving the HOPE Scholarship?
Controls: gender, dependency status, and age
H12A – Income level influences
the likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE.

H02A – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE by
income level.

Logistic regression
--Fail to Reject the
Null Hypothesis
H02A

H12B – Black or African
American group membership
influences the likelihood of a
postsecondary student receiving
HOPE.

H02B – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE by Black
or African American group
membership.

Logistic regression
--Reject the Null
Hypothesis H02B

H12C – Hispanic or Latino group
membership influences the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE.

H02C – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE by
Hispanic or Latino group
membership.

Logistic regression
--Reject the Null
Hypothesis H02C

H12D – Immigrant generational
status influences the likelihood of
a postsecondary student receiving
HOPE.

H02D – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE by
immigrant generational status.

Logistic regression
---

H12E – First generation college
student status influences the

H02E – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary

Logistic regression
---
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Reject the Null
Hypothesis H02C

Research Hypothesis (H1)

Null Hypothesis (H0)

Method & Outcome

likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE.

student receiving HOPE by first
generation college student status.

Reject the Null
Hypothesis H02D

H12F– Carnegie classification of
the student’s school influences
the likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE.

H02F – There is no impact in the
likelihood of a postsecondary
student receiving HOPE by the
Carnegie classification of the
student’s school.

Logistic regression
--Reject the Null
Hypothesis H02E

3. Of those who have received HOPE, do demographic and socioeconomic factors
influence the amount of HOPE Scholarship awarded to an individual?
Controls: gender, dependency status, and age
H13A – Income level influences
the amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives.

H03A – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives by income level.

OLS linear regression
--Fail to Reject the
Null Hypothesis
H03A

H13B – Black or African
American group membership
influences the amount of HOPE
Scholarship funds a
postsecondary student receives.

H03B – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives by Black or African
American group membership.

OLS linear regression
--Reject the Null
Hypothesis H03B

H13C – Hispanic or Latino group
membership influences the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives.

H03C – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives by Hispanic or Latino
group membership.

OLS linear regression
--Reject the Null
Hypothesis H03C

H13D – Immigrant generational
status influences the amount of
HOPE Scholarship funds a
postsecondary student receives.

H03D – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives by immigrant
generational status.

OLS linear regression
--Reject the Null
Hypothesis H03D

H13E – First generation college
student status influences the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives.

H03E – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives by first generation
college student status.

OLS linear regression
--Reject the Null
Hypothesis H03D

H13F – Carnegie classification of
the student’s school influences

H03F – There is no impact in the
amount of HOPE Scholarship

OLS linear regression
---
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Research Hypothesis (H1)

Null Hypothesis (H0)

Method & Outcome

the amount of HOPE Scholarship
funds a postsecondary student
receives.

funds a postsecondary student
receives by the Carnegie
classification of the student’s
school.

Reject the Null
Hypothesis H03E

This analysis finds that HOPE Scholarship recipients vary along a number of
demographic and socioeconomic factors from the sample population of postsecondary students
in the State of Georgia. When examined demographically, these variations between HOPE
Scholarship recipients and the larger sample of undergraduates in Georgia appears small.
However, further examination of the differences of means of these two groups offer a deeper and
more informative analysis. The chi-square and t-tests revealed that each of the study variables
used to compare the HOPE recipients and non-HOPE recipients are statistically significant at a α
= 0.05. Given this analysis, it was appropriate to reject the H01; HOPE Scholarship recipients
vary along demographic and socioeconomic factors: gender, dependency status, immigrant
generational status, race/ ethnicity, first generation college student, and Carnegie-basic
classification.
Several findings are important to highlight from the logistic regression analysis. First,
females were more likely to receive the HOPE Scholarship than males. This information was
congruent with the literature that states the college degree gap between men and women has
grown since the 1990s (NCES, 2010). The results of the t-test and regression show females are
more likely to receive the HOPE Scholarship, this indicates these gaps are persisting and females
are surpassing males in scholarship receipts. Second, both African American individuals and
Hispanic or Latino individuals were less likely to receive HOPE than non-minorities. The
literature shows a history of higher educational attainment among non-minorities (College
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Board, 2016). However, as this analysis was of the population postsecondary students in the state
(not high school graduate), these statistically significant differences between minorities and nonminorities enrolled in college indicated inequities of scholarship recipients by race and ethnicity.
This analysis shows that, in general, dependents are 1.59 less likely to receive the HOPE
award than independent. This too has implications for equity; the HOPE Scholarship are more
likely to be awarded to independents that dependents. The analysis also found that income
significantly influence the model (statistically), but the impact of the odds ratio was minor.
Additionally, the findings suggest that individuals who are attending an Carnegie classification
baccalaureate school of higher are more likely than all others to receive the HOPE Scholarship.
This finding has significant implications for equity as community colleges have been historically
designed to be open-admission institutions and enroll a disproportionate number of first
generation, racial and ethnic minority, and low income students (Bailey, Jenkins, and Leinbach,
2005). These logistic regression findings support a rejection of the H02 null hypothesis (There
was no impact in the likelihood of a postsecondary student receiving HOPE by demographic and
socioeconomic factors).
Several findings are important to highlight from the OLS regression models used to
examine the third research question (Of those who have received HOPE, do demographic and
socioeconomic factors influence the amount of HOPE Scholarship awarded to an individual?).
The base model and the two additional regression models that were examined each reached
statistical significance (p<.0005). In each of these, being female and being older at the start of
post-secondary education has a statistically significant impact and decreased the HOPE amount
received. Additionally, being black or African American decreases the HOPE amount. Being

113

independent rather than dependent decreases the amount of HOPE, and first generation college
student also decreases HOPE received.
In all three models, being a first or second generation immigrant increases the HOPE
amount. Being Asian, American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/other Pacific
Islander, and Hispanic or Latino origin each have a positive impact on the amount of HOPE
received in each of the three models. Additionally, attendance at a Carnegie classified
baccalaureate or higher institution as compared lower institutions increases the amount by over
200 percent in models it was included, holding all other variables constant. The interaction terms
in Model 3 imply, that impact of being a first generation college student on HOPE amount was
different between those attending Carnegie baccalaureate or higher institution and not. Also the
impact of being black on HOPE Amount was different between first generation college students
and non-first generation college students. Based upon the results from the analysis, it was
appropriate, reject the H03 null hypothesis (There was no impact in the amount of HOPE
Scholarship funds a postsecondary student receives by demographic and socioeconomic
characteristics).
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Chapter V: Policy Implementations and Recommendations
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“If politics is all about majority rule—and it is—then
public administration should be all about seeing after
the interests of minorities and the poor. It seems to
me we are long past needing to defend this
proposition. It is time to walk the social equity talk”
(Frederickson, 2010: 84).

Chapter Overview
This final chapter begins by providing an overview of the study purpose, methods, and
findings before examining the results within the social equity framework. The chapter then
outlines the implications of the study findings for both theory and practice and provides
recommendations to public administration practitioners and academics. It closes with a brief
examination of areas suitable for further research and study conclusions.
Summary of Study Purpose
For postsecondary students nationwide, merit-based scholarships and student loans now
encompass a significant portion of financial aid funding available to them (Dowd and Coury,
2006; Doyle, 2006; Heller, 2004b). Though merit-based aid programs originate from many
sources and have a variety of aims, the use of statewide lottery programs to fund postsecondary
scholarships has grown in popularity since they began in the early 1990s (Henry and Rubenstein,
2001). Many of these statewide, merit-based, lottery-funded, postsecondary scholarship
programs have been designed, at least in part, on Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship (Cohen-Vogel, et.
al., 2008).
Unlike most lottery systems before it, Georgia’s 1992 landmark legislation was novel in
that it generated new programs for education with the lottery proceeds being earmarked
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specifically for these new programs, rather than directing the lottery funds into the general state
revenue (HOPE Joint Study Commission Report, 2004). Previous academic literature has
examined demographic and socioeconomic trends of lottery players (McCrary, et.al., 2001;
National Gambling Impact Study, 1999). Scholars found that though individuals from all
backgrounds play lotteries, the Georgia Lottery disproportionately receives contributions from
low-income, less educated, and African American communities (Cornwall and Mustard, 2002;
Dynarski, 2002; McCrary, et.al., 2001).
The HOPE Scholarship program is a universalist policy in which any graduate from an
accredited high school, with a minimum 3.0 GPA, can qualify to receive full tuition support at
any public postsecondary school in the state (including technical, associate, and baccalaureate
degree granting institutions). The three goals of the HOPE Scholarship program are to: (1)
provide students an incentive for better high school performance; (2) increase college attendance
among well-qualified students; and (3) improve persistence and graduation rates by providing
financial aid while students attend college (Rubenstein, 2003). The fundamental question
examined in the analysis is: How equitable is the HOPE Scholarship? The following research
questions guided this research:
1. Are HOPE Scholarship recipients’ representative of the population of postsecondary
students in the state?
2. What demographic and socioeconomic factors influence the likelihood of a
postsecondary student in Georgia receiving the HOPE Scholarship?
3. Of those who have received HOPE, do demographic and socioeconomic factors
influence the amount of HOPE Scholarship awarded to an individual?
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The aim of this study was to better understand if those that support the lottery receive the
educational scholarship benefits by examining how recipients compare with the sample
population of postsecondary students in the state.
Summary of Theory and Methods
Using social equity as the framework for analysis, this study employed a quantitative
methodological approach. To recap, social equity has been defined as:
The fair, just, and equitable management of all institutions serving the public
directly or by contract; the fair, just, and equitable distribution of public services
and implementation of public policy; and the commitment to promote fairness,
justice, and equity in the formation of public policy (Standing Panel on Social
Equity in Governance, 2000).
Public administration scholars have provided four criteria to measure social equity in
administrative policy and procedure. This study employed one of these measures, ‘access or
distributional equity,’ to investigate the level of access to HOPE Scholarship benefits by
examining the factors that influence HOPE Scholarship receipts. The methodology employed
three approaches, specifically:
(1) an examination of descriptive statistics of demographic and socioeconomic
characteristics to understand if disparities exist between HOPE Scholarship
recipients and the population of postsecondary students in the state;
(2) logistic regression to establish what demographic and socioeconomic factors
influence the likelihood of a postsecondary student in Georgia receiving the HOPE
Scholarship; and,
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(3) OLS regression to investigate what factors impact the amount of HOPE Scholarship
awarded to an individual.
Summary of Findings
This study’s analysis differed from past research by specifically investigating the
characteristics of HOPE Scholarship recipients and comparing them to a broader sample of
postsecondary students in the state. The initial examination of descriptive statistics indicates that
the average HOPE Scholarship recipient in comparison to the average undergraduate student in
Georgia was more likely to be female (64.1 percent and 60.1 percent); more likely to be
considered a dependent (52.2 percent and 49.8 percent); more likely to be a third generation
immigrant or higher (86.4 percent and 85.4 percent); more likely to be white (60.6 percent and
57.2 percent); less likely to be African American (33.4 percent and 36 percent); less likely to be
Hispanic or Latino (2.8 percent and 3.7 percent); more likely to be considered a first generation
college student (40.8 percent and 38.8 percent;); and more likely to attended a Carnegie
classified associate institution.
The initial review of descriptive statistics between the sample population of
postsecondary students in the state and HOPE Scholarship recipients showed minor differences.
However, the chi-square and t-test showed significant differences between the dummy variables
and the dependent variable HOPE Scholarship. The chi-square cross tabs examination provided a
preliminary examination of a significant relationship between the variables in the study
indicating a relationship between the independent variables and HOPE Scholarship.
The average undergraduate and HOPE recipient varied by gender, dependency status,
race/ethnicity, and first generation college student status. In addition, an examination of one-way
analysis of variance (ANOVA) revealed significant differences among the larger categorical
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variables. Specifically, the results of the ANOVA indicate there are significant differences in the
average HOPE recipients and the typical Georgia undergraduate by both immigrant generational
status and Carnegie classification of institution attended. The analysis found that HOPE
Scholarship recipients are not representative of the sample population of postsecondary students
in the state. This analysis provided the appropriate justification to reject the H11 hypothesis: If
HOPE Scholarship recipients are representative of the population of postsecondary students in
the state, then they do not vary by demographic and socioeconomic factors.
The findings from the logistic regression align with the findings of the descriptive
analysis, a number of demographic and socioeconomic factors influence where or not an
undergraduate student in Georgia receives the HOPE Scholarship. The two logistic regression
models revealed that males were less likely to receive the HOPE Scholarship than females,
African Americans were less likely to receive HOPE than non-African Americans, Hispanic or
Latino individuals were less likely receive the HOPE Scholarship than non-Hispanic or Latinos,
dependents were less likely to receive HOPE than independents, and first generation college
students are less likely to receive the HOPE Scholarship than non-first generation college
students. Income level had very little impact in the likelihood of a postsecondary student
receiving HOPE. This analysis provided the appropriate justification to reject five of the six the
H02 hypotheses: There is no impact on the likelihood of a postsecondary student receiving HOPE
by demographic and socioeconomic factors.
The OLS regression findings resulted in a number of extrapolative models to measure the
impact of the demographic and socioeconomic variables on the amount of HOPE Scholarship
amount a student receives. In all three models, being a first or second generation immigrant
increases the HOPE amount, but logged income does not. The race and ethnicity variables also
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have a significant impact on the models. For the Model 1, being black or African American and
of other race have a negative impact on the amount of HOPE received. Being black or African
American rather than white decreases the HOPE amount by 26.14 percent, and being other race
rather than white decreases it by 18.05 percent. In Model 3, being black or African American
decreases the HOPE amount by 20.94 percent. In Models 2 and 3, the other race and ethnicity
variables, Asian, American Indian or Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander, and
Hispanic or Latino origin have a positive impact on the amount of HOPE received.
Being independent rather than dependent decreases the amount of HOPE by 29.88
percent and 29.32 percent in Models 2 and 3. Being a first generation college student as opposed
to not, decreases the HOPE amount by 5.07 percent in Model 2 and 5.64 in Model 3.
Additionally, attendance at a Carnegie classified baccalaureate or higher institution as compared
lower institutions increases the amount by 200.12 percent in Model 2 and 220.91 in Model 3,
holding all other variables constant. The model with most predictive power (R2 = .553) was
Model 3, which showed a similar pattern as Model 2 for female and age (a decrease by 1.59
percent and a decrease of 0.10 percent, respectively). In each of the models, being female and
being older at the start of post-secondary education decrease the HOPE amount, for those
individuals who received it. Income and first or second generation immigrant also have a
statistically significant impact on the models.
This analysis found that all, but one (income), of the demographic and socioeconomic
variables influenced the amount of HOPE Scholarship a student received. The OLS regression
analysis provided the appropriate justification to reject five of the six H03 hypotheses: There is
no impact in the amount of HOPE Scholarship funds a postsecondary student receives by
demographic and socioeconomic characteristics. Overall, this study found that there is an
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inequitable distribution of the HOPE Scholarship by Black or African American group
membership, Hispanic or Latino group membership, first generation college student status, and
Carnegie classification of the student’s school.
However, one finding that does show that HOPE may be helping to provide access in
ways previously unknown. The interaction variable between Carnegie classification and black.
There are more HOPE dollars being dispersed to black and first generation college students than
non-black and first generation college students.
Connecting the Findings to Social Equity
This research focuses on the access and outcomes dimensions of social equity. The
HOPE Scholarship is a public program designed to provide student residents in the State of
Georgia a funding opportunity to attend postsecondary school “who otherwise would find it
difficult to go to college” (Georgia Student Finance Commission, 2015). By providing the
financing necessary for students to obtain a degree, HOPE was designed to provide greater
access to college which, in turn, would help reduce educational disparities within the state for
low-income and minority individuals (Rubenstein, 2003). As Frederickson (2008) explains, “Our
public education system is still the primary engine driving the allocation of social and economic
goods, and the level of one’s education is still the best predictor of one’s future success or
achievement” (113).
By using the social equity measure of access (or distributional equity) we can better
examine who receives the benefits of a particular policy or program. Fully funded by the Georgia
Lottery, the HOPE Scholarship receives its financial support disproportionately from lowincome and minority communities within the state (McCrary, et.al., 2001). This research
examines the extent by which individuals who financially support the lottery also receive the
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educational scholarship benefits. In particular, this quantitative analysis finds that the access to
the HOPE Scholarship is uneven among the population of undergraduate students in the State of
Georgia and a number of patterns emerge relative to the scholarship recipients.
Social Equity Implications
The concept of equity is a core belief of American society and is a foundational concept
in field of public administration (Frederickson, 2010). Social equity takes into account the
historical discriminations that permeate our society, and moves us from a framework of that
which is equal to that which is fair and just (Gooden, 2014; Johnson and Svara, 2011). Equity
implores us to ask: For whom are the services or policies beneficial? (Frederickson, 1990). Based
upon the theoretical framework of social equity, there are a number of implications of this study
as the relate to both the theory and practice of public administration.
Theoretical Implications
Access or distributional equity can broadly be understood as a structure to empirically
test the equity of a service, policy, or practice. “Put simply, access considers who receives
benefits or services” (Svara and Brunet, 2004). As Svara and Brunet (2005) explain,
Services and benefits should be distributed equally or in such a way that those
who are less advantaged receive greater benefits. These general principles should
guide the observance of requirements that are multiple and complex and that vary
with the purpose of a program or the problem that is being addressed. For existing
policies and programs, distribution and access should match the intended purpose
(257).
As introduced in the methodology chapter, the distributional and access measures can be used to
examine a program or public policy to determine the level of social equity (Johnson and Svara,
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2011). These measures allow for an examination of the “purpose of a program or the problem
that is being addressed” and then use the most appropriate measure of access to examine it.
Using this framework, the findings from this analysis of scholarship recipients can be
examined. As the HOPE program was not designed as a targeted policy, but a universalist policy,
the measures of differentiated equality, targeted intervention, redistribution, and equal results are
inappropriate. However, the measure of simply equality is applicable. The findings from this
analysis suggest that the defined measure of simple equality is not met in this case, as all
residents do not receive the same level and amount of HOPE Scholarship access. HOPE
Scholarship recipients are more likely to have larger incomes, more likely to be white, and were
more likely to be female. Additionally, HOPE Scholarship recipients were less likely to be
African Americans, Hispanic or Latinos, independent, and first generation college students.
To further apply the framework of social equity to this study findings, Rescher’s (2002)
Distributive Desiderata outline, Latin for “desired things,” is considered. Table 5.2 outlines
Rescher’s distributive equity criteria.
Table 5.2
Distributive Desiderata
A DISTRIBUTION IS…

IF EVERYONE INVOLVED GETS A SHARE OF THE GOOD/BAD
BEING DISTRIBUTED THAT IS…

(perfectly just)

exactly what meets their (legitimate) claims

fair

proportionate to their claims

supra-fair

sometimes more but never less than their fair share

subjectively equitable

of a self-appraised (subjective) value that is claim-proportionate
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According to Rescher’s Distributive Desiderata, a distribution is ‘perfectly just’ if everyone
involved gets a share of the good or bad being distributed that is ‘exactly what meets their
legitimate claims.’ A distribution would be ‘fair’ if everyone involved gets a share of the
good/bad being distributed that is ‘proportionate to their claims.’ The distributional equity
principle would examine whether a policy outcomes resulted in making the least well-off group
in a society as well off as possible, based on primary good being distributed. Based upon the
findings from this analysis, the distributional equity principle is not met, because the outcomes of
HOPE Scholarship do not result in making the least well off, racial and ethnic minorities and
those economically disadvantaged, as well off as possible.
The evidence presented in this analysis suggests these disparities are also evidence in the
HOPE Scholarship distributions in Georgia. This has implications for theory as these disparities
could result in continuing to stratify segments of the population in terms of educational
disparities. The theory of social equity moves us from a framework of that which is equal to that
which is fair and just, taking into account the historical discriminations that permeate our society.
However, the results from this analysis suggest the HOPE program is intensifying persistent
educational inequalities within Georgia rather than helping to elevate them.
Policy Implications
There are a number of policy implications of the HOPE Scholarship when viewed
through a social equity lens. Within the context of the United States, education is often referred
to as the “great equalizer” and is integral for social mobility (Hochschild, 1995). Many economic
and social factors impact an individual’s postsecondary educational attainment. The HOPE
Scholarship was designed to help provide greater access to students to help afford a
postsecondary degree. State policymakers can use the evidence presented in this analysis to
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better understand the distributional effect of the HOPE Scholarship as well as future policy
analysis and implementation measures.
The findings provide new insights derived from the analysis to better understand who has
benefited from the HOPE Scholarship and what efforts may be taken to remedy these trends. The
findings from this study suggest that individuals have not benefited from the HOPE Scholarship
equitably. Individuals with Black or African American group membership, Hispanic or Latino
group membership, first generation college student status, and Carnegie classification of the
student’s school have less statistical likelihood of receiving the HOPE Scholarship. This research
suggests that HOPE Scholarship recipients are awarded to populations who have traditionally
been over represented in higher education, thereby exacerbating existing stratifications of higher
education attainment in Georgia.
There are implications for the HOPE Scholarship as they relate to existing knowledge of
these types of programs. First, the HOPE Scholarship is a universalist program, meaning it is a
program designed to address social issues and the broader sample population is eligible for
benefits (Skocpol, 1994). Conversely, selectivists policies are programs individuals must meet
some eligibly criteria. When policies like these are examined through the universalist-selectivist
lens, we can challenge the existing knowledge of these types of programs. As Gooden and
Portillo (2011) contend, this is a false dichotomy, as universal policies can often increase
inequity. Alternatively, they suggest “targeted universalism, an approach that “means being
proactive and goal oriented about achievable outcomes” (Kirwan Institute for the Study of Race
and Ethnicity 2009, 7 as quoted in Gooden and Portillo, 2011: i72). Using this framework of
‘targeted universalism’ as a guide, policy makers can reframe the existing design to take issues
of equity into account in reframing the eligibility requirements, such a meeting some need-based
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component, or refining eligibility to individuals from historically underrepresented groups (i.e.
African Americans, Hispanic or Latino, and first generation college students).
Additionally, given the known relationship between education and future economic
success, these types of programs may inadvertently exacerbate income inequality gaps by race
more specifically. The HOPE Scholarship, a universalist program, was designed to provide an
avenue to degree attainment for those who could not have afforded it otherwise. This however
has not shown to be the case in this analysis. In addition, as a number of states have based their
programs on Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship, there is cause for concern for the possible equity
implications for those states as well. The HOPE Scholarship program receives it funds
disproportionately from individuals who have less income and are historically underrepresented
in higher education. This analysis finds that these are the same groups who are less likely to
receive the HOPE Scholarship benefits.
Recommendations
The affordability of college is a growing concern in the U.S. In 2007-08, the average
annual cost of attendance (tuition, fees, room, and board) at a postsecondary school was
estimated to be $18,845 for all institutions and $13,513 at public institutions (NCES, 2016).
These costs have grown over time; in 2014-15, the average cost was $21,728 at all institutions
and $16,188 at public institutions. Lack of affordability hinders individuals from persisting in
and graduating college (Orfield, 1992). Given the current heightened climate of funding for, and
access to, higher education, this analysis supports a number of recommendations for
policymakers and administrators in the State of Georgia and for policymakers and program
administrators of similar programs across the country: (1) an in-depth examination of HOPE
Scholarship awards overtime; (2) mandated review and disclosure of routinely collected data; (3)
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an examination of the existing marketing approach of the HOPE Scholarship; (4) alternative
allocations or retributions; and (5) an evaluation of similar programs in other states.
In-depth Examination of HOPE Scholarship Awards Over Time
This analysis suggests an in-depth examination of HOPE Scholarship award recipients
over time. This analysis was limited to an examination of one year of a large representative
sample of postsecondary students in Georgia. A more in-depth examination of HOPE
Scholarship benefits distributed over time would prompt program administrators and
policymakers in the State of Georgia to closely scrutinize the impact of the HOPE Scholarship in
a more detailed way.
This comprehensive analysis would provide program administrators and policymakers
the opportunity to understand who has benefited since program inception and how the program
could be better monitored to adapt its criteria so that the least of society benefit from the
program. As the stated goals of HOPE are to provide greater access to those students who need it
the most, then it is appropriate to make sure those students who are economically disadvantaged
and underrepresented racial minorities in higher education are those individuals who are first
served by the program. However, before changes are made the program it is pivotal that
reformers understand the true impact of the program.

Mandated Review and Disclosure of Routinely Collected Data
To do this, policymakers and program administrators must first understand the effect of
the program. One step to ensure this regular review of benefits distribution is for the state
legislature to mandate both regular review and public disclosure of the routinely collected data.
In addition to promoting culpability with the public, a regularly scheduled mandated program

128

analysis will promote accountability among program administrators and policymakers. It will
also foster evidence-based decision-making derived from real-time data.
Examination of Existing HOPE Scholarship Marketing Approaches
One of the reasons the program may be having disproportionate impact is that different
populations may be more (or less) aware of the program benefits and requirements. However, the
marketing strategy and approach is unknown. It would therefore be helpful to conduct a thorough
examination of the existing marketing approach of the HOPE Scholarship. This would provide
for the opportunity to understand how the program is currently marketed to determine if more
targeted marketing approaches may be more effective for different populations, similar to how
the US Census Bureau markets to different groups based on locality, race, ethnicity, income
level, among others. Additionally, the new approach could target the HOPE Scholarship to
counties in Georgia with high concentrations of poverty, high concentrations of minorities, and
low concentrations of postsecondary educational attainment, as these were the counties that
disproportionately support the Georgia Lottery revenue streams (McCrary, et.al, 2001).
Alternative Allocations or Redistribution
Another social equity policy recommendation is alternative allocations or redistribution.
As Svara and Brunet (2005:257) explain, “In developing policy proposals that entail
redistribution, take into account the obligation to be accountable to the rule of law and the
importance of making best use of scarce resources.” As the program has been in existence since
1993, the program could be reallocated to provide funding for higher education for low-income
and racial minority individuals who would have been eligible from program inception, but who
did not meet the 3.0 GPA requirement. As Gooden (2014) reminds us, “Racial equity in the
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provision of government services is driven not only by legal considerations, but by an
organizational desire to employ fair practices in governmental performance” (149).
The policy alternative of redistribution could also be done in several ways. The programs
can be redesigned to be targeted to students from lower-income population concentrations. Also,
the programs could be targeted to individuals with African American racial group membership
and to Hispanic and Latinos individuals. The program could be targeted to people who are first
generation college students. Additionally, a combination of these factors could be considered
collectively to increase support to not only pay tuition costs but also provide room and board
funding for individuals with multiple characteristics of historically marginalized groups.
Evaluation of Similar Programs in Other States
Georgia’s HOPE Scholarship program has served as a model for other merit-based
scholarship programs throughout the country. Those policymakers and program administrators
should also examine the distributional or access equity provided by those programs. This would
offer the possibility for others states to not only understand who benefits from the program, but
also to be held accountable for program outcomes, and engage in evidence based decisionmaking to better serve the public to achieve the distributional equity goals.
Areas for Future Research
This study was limited to an examination of postsecondary students in the state of
Georgia using one year of secondary, quantitative data. There are a number of future studies the
findings generated from this analysis: (1) a comparison of high school graduates and HOPE
recipients; (2) an examination of student outcomes by type of college attended; (3) qualitative
examinations of the HOPE program effect; (4) programmatic impact over time; and (5) an indepth analysis of the program’s racial equity.
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Comparison of High School Graduates and HOPE Recipients
As HOPE Scholarship program eligibility was determined by high school performance
(GPA and graduation), it would be helpful to better understand what impact, if any, the program
has on students enrolling in and obtaining a post-secondary degree. There may be a number of
individuals who are not captured by the NPSAS study because they fail to enter into a
postsecondary study. These individuals may include immigrants, those with low-incomes, and
racial and ethnic minorities. This will allow for a further examination to determine if there are
disparities by race from high school graduate to those individuals who pursue postsecondary
degree attainment.
Examination of Student Outcomes by Type of College Attended
This analysis highlighted a number of disparities in outcomes in regards to the HOPE
Scholarship but further examination is needed to help uncover why these inequities exist. Given
the impact the school related variables had on the model fit, it is appropriate to examine this
further to see if school choice could be a factor in these disparities. A way to do this would be to
compare students who attended Historically Black Colleges and Universities with students who
attend predominantly white institutions in the state. Another future area of inquiry could be the
examination of students who attend private colleges and universities with students who attend
public schools to see if there are any differences in whether or not they receive HOPE.
Qualitative Examinations of the HOPE Program Effect
In addition to the questions this study helps to answer, it also sparks new questions that
are more exploratory in nature. Questions like: What role does prior college knowledge have on
the likelihood of a student receiving HOPE? What impact does community knowledge or
marketing of the program have on the likelihood of a student receiving HOPE? What impact has
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HOPE program had students attending college from the perspective of school counselor (as this
is often the initial advisor for many first-generation college students)? Does the general public
think these inequities exist? If so, why do they think they exist? These and similar questions may
best be approached using a qualitative methodology to gain insights into these lines of inquiry.
Qualitative analysis is best suited for these types of exploratory questions and may provide new
insights outside of the range of more traditional, quantitative approaches.
HOPE Program Impact Over Time
Further research should also refine the analysis to examine more recent data. This
research was limited to the most recently available representative data, one academic year, of
HOPE recipients and postsecondary students in Georgia. However, the newest round of NPSAS
data collection is currently underway, 2017-18 National Postsecondary Student Aid Study. This
planned data collection has been designed to be representative at the state level, not just
nationwide. In addition to a more recent examination of the HOPE Scholarship program impact,
this too would provide the opportunity to examine other statewide programs similar to HOPE.
Racial Equity Analysis
Future research should also include a more detailed examination of racial and ethnic
group membership. This study was limited to an examination of African American and Hispanic
group membership and its influence on HOPE Scholarship receipts. Additional information other
disparate impacts on other minority groups would be helpful for both understanding and to
design policy solutions as are most appropriate for groups more greatly impacted.
Conclusion
Overall, this research suggests that despite the stated goal of providing greater access to
postsecondary education, the HOPE Scholarship is not distributed to all postsecondary students
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equitably. The program receives a disproportionately amount of funds from low-income and
minority communities, however these same groups are less likely to be awarded HOPE. This
study revealed that males were less likely to receive the HOPE Scholarship than females, African
Americans were less likely to receive HOPE than non-African Americans, Hispanic or Latino
individuals were less likely receive the HOPE Scholarship than non-Hispanic or Latinos,
dependents were less likely to receive HOPE than independents, and first generation college
students are more likely to receive the HOPE Scholarship than non-first generation college
students.
By examining the factors that influence individual scholarship awards, policy makers and
program administrators can improve programs that promote postsecondary educational
attainment for underrepresented populations. As Frederickson reminds us, “If politics is all about
majority rule—and it is—then public administration should be all about seeing after the interests
of minorities and the poor. It seems to me we are long past needing to defend this proposition. It
is time to walk the social equity talk” (2010: 84). To do this, however, we must examine existing
practices and policies, determine appropriate courses of action, and implement changes to
improve equity in society.
The primary goal of this study was to examine, through a social equity lens, the impact of
the HOPE Scholarship to measure social equity in practice. Social equity is pivotal to realizing
our democratic ideals and is one of the four pillars of public administration, yet is less-studied
and less-understood than its siblings (efficiency, effectiveness, and economy). Future social
equity analyses are needed to for the field, not for the shear purpose if amassing a body of
evidence, but to provide established measures of social equity in practice to help move society
forward – toward a fair, just, and equitable society.
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